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PREFACE 


Tn distinotiT* feature of the acienoe of language aa oonoeleed 
nowaday's is ite biatorical character: a language or a word ia no 
longer taken aa aomething given once for ail, but aa a result of 
previous development and at the same time aa the starting-point 
for subsequent development. This manner of viewing languages 
constitutes a decisive improvement on the way in which languages 
were dealt with in previous centuries, and it suffioos to mention 
such words as * evolution ’ and * Darwinism * to show that linguistio 
research has in this respect been in full accordance with tendencies 
observed in many other branches of scientiflo work during the last 
hundred years. Still, it cannot be said that students of language 
have always and to the fullest extent made it clear to themselves 
what is the real essence of a language. Too often expressions are 
used which are nothing but metaphors—in many cases perfectly 
harmless metaphors, but in other cases metaphors that obscure 
the real facts of the matter. Language is frequently spoken of 
as a * living organism ’; we hear of the ‘ life ’ of languages, of 
the ‘ birth ’ of new languages and of the ‘ death ’ of old langui^es, 
and the implication, though not always realized, is that a language 
is a living thing, something analogous to an animal or a plant. 
Yet a language evidently has no separate existence in the same 
way as a dog or a beech has, but is nothing but a function of 
certain living human beings. Language is activity, purposeful 
activity, and we should never lose sight of the speaking individuab 
and of their purpose in acting in this particular way. When 
people speak of the life of words—as in celebrated books with such 
titles as La ete des mots, or Biographies of Words —they do 
not always keep in view that a word has no * life' of its own: 
it exists only in so far as it is pronounced or heard or remembered 
by somebody, and this kind of existence cannot properly be oom* 
pared with ‘ life' in the original and proper sense of that word. 
The only unimpieacbable definition of a word is that it is a human 
halat, an habitual act on the part of one human individual wUch 
has, or may have, the effect of evoking some ides in the mind 
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of another individual. A word thus may be rightly compared 
with such an habitual act as taking off one’s hat or raising one’s 
Bngers to one’s cap: in both cases we have a certain set of mus* 
ottlar activities which, when seen or heard by somebody else, 
shows him what is passing in the mind of the original agent or 
what he desires to bring to the consciousness of the other man 
(or men). The act is individual, but the interpretation presupposes 
that the individual forms part of a community with analogous 
habits, and a language thus is seen to be one particular set of 
human customs of a well-defined social character. 

It is indeed possible to speak of * life ’ in connexion with 
language even from this point of view, but it will be in a different 
sense from that in which the word was taken by the older school 
of linguistic science. I shall try to give a biological or biographical 
science ef language, but it will be through sketching the linguistic 
biology or biography of the speaking individual. I shall give, 
therefore, a large part to the way in which a child learns his mother* 
tongue (Book II): my conclusions there are chiefiy based on the 
rich material I have collected during many years from direct 
observation of many Danish children, and particularly of my 
own boy, Frans (see my book Nutidaaprog hos bom og voxne, Copen¬ 
hagen, 1916). Unfortunately, I have not been able to make &st- 
hand observations with regard to the speech of English children; 
the English examples I quote are taken second-hand either from 
notes, for which I am obliged to English and American friends, 
or from books, chiefly by psychologists. I should be particularly 
happy if my remark could induce some English or American 
linguist to take up a systematic study of the speech of children, 
or of one child. This study seems to me very fascinating indeed, 
and a linguist is sure to notice many things that would be passed 
by as uninteresting even by the closest observer among psycholo¬ 
gists, but which may have some bearing on the life and development 
of language. 

Another part of linguistic biology deals with the influence 
of the foreigner, and still another with the changes which the 
individual is apt independently to introduce into his speech even 
after he has fully acquired his mother-tongue. This naturally 
leads up to the question whether all these changes introduced by 
various individuals do, or do not, follow the same line of direction, 
and whether mankind has on the whole moved forward or not in 
linguistio matters. The conviction reached through a study of 
historically accessible periods of well-known languages is finally 
shown to throw some light on the disputed problem of the ultimate 
origin of human language. 

Parts of my theory of sound-change, and especially my objections 
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to tlie dogma of blind ■oond-lawa, date back to mj Twy flnt 
linguinUo paper (1886); moet of the chapters on Decay or P rogre ea 
and f*arta of some of the following chapters, as well as the theory 
of the origin of speech, may be considered a new and revised 
edition of the general chapters of my Progresa in Language (1894). 
Many of the ideas contained in this book thus are not new with 
me; but even if a reader of my previous works may recognise 
things which he has seen before, I hope he will admit that they 
have been here worked up with much new material into something 
like a system, which forms a fairly comprehensive theory 
linguistic development. 

Still, I have not been able to compress into this volume the 
whole of my philosofiby of speech. Considerations of space have 
obliged me to exclude the chapters I hod first intended to write 
on the practical consequences of the ‘energetic ’ view of language 
which I have throughout maintained ; the estimation of linguistic 
phenomena implied in that view has bearings on such questions 
as these : What is to bo considered * correct * or ‘ standard * in 
matters of pronunciation, spelling, grammar and idiom t Can (or 
should) individuals exert themselves to improve their mother*tongue 
by enriching it with new terms and by making it purer, more precise, 
more fit to express subtle shades of thought, more easy to handle 
in speech or in writing, etc. t (A few hints on such questions may 
be found in my paper “ P^nerg^tik der Sprache ” in Scientia, 1014.) 
Is it i>o.Hsiblc to construct an artificial language on scientific prin* 
ciplos for international use f (On this question 1 may here briefly 
state my conviction that it is extremely important for the whole 
of mankind to have such a language, and that Ido is scientifically 
and practically very much superior to all previous attempts, 
VolapOk, Esperanto, Idiom Neutral, Latin sine flezione, etc. But 
I have written more at length on that question elsewhere.) With 
regard to the system of grammar, the relation of grammar to 
logic. Mid grammatical categories and their definition, I must refer 
the reader to Sprogeta Logik (Copenhagen, 1913), and to the first 
chapter of the second volume of my Modem Engliah Orammar 
(Heidelberg, 1914), but I shall hope to deal with these questions 
more in detail in a future work, to be called, probably. The Logic 
oj Orammar, of which some chapters have been ready in my 
drawers for some years and others are in active preparation. 

I have prefixed to the theoretical chapters of this work a short 
survey of the history of the science of language in order to show 
how my problems have been previously treated. In this part 
(Book I) I have, as a matter of course, used the excellent worlu 
on the subject by Benfey, Raumer, DeibrOck (Binleiiung •» daa 
Sprachatudium, 1st ed., 1880 ; I did not see the 6tli ed., 1908, till 
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mj own ohftpten on the history of linguistios were finished), 
Thomsen, Oertel and Pedersen. Bat I have in nearly every case 
gone to the sources themselves, and have, I think, found iuterosting 
things in some of the early books on linguistics that have been 
generally overlooked; I have even pointed out some writers who 
had pas^ into undeserved oblivion. My intention has been on 
the whole to throw into relief the great lines of development 
rather than to give many details; in judging the first part of my 
book it should also be borne in mind that its object primarily is 
to serve as an introduction to the problems dealt with in the rest 
of the book. Throughout I have tried to look at things with my 
own eyes, and accordingly my views on a great many points are 
different from those generally accepted; it is my hope that an 
impartial observer will find that I have here and there succeeded 
in distributing light and shade more justly than my predecessors. 

Wherever it has been necessary I have transcribed words 
phonetically according to the system of the Association PkosUtiqus 
Internationale, though without going into too minute distinction 
of sounds, the object being, not to teach the exact pronunciation 
of various languages, but rather to bring out clearly the insuffi* 
oienoy of the ordinary spoiling'. The latter is given throughout in 
italics, while phonetic symbols have been inserted in brackets [ ]. 
I must ask the reader to forgive inconsistency in such matters 
as Greek accents. Old English marks of vowel-length, etc., which 
I have often omitted as of no importance for the purpose of this 
volume. 

I must express here my gratitude to the directors of the 
Oarlsbcrgfond for kind support of my work. I want to thank 
also ProfeHsor 0. 0. Moore Smith, of the University of ShefSeld: 
not only has he sent me the manuscript of a translation of 
most of my NuHdssprog, which he had undertaken of his own 
accord and which serv^ as the basis of Book II, but he has 
kindly gone through the whole of this volume, improving and 
oorreoting my English style in many passages. His friendship and 
the untiring interest he has always taken in my work have been 
extremely valuable to me for a great many years. 

orro JESPER8EN. 

UnwMiTT or OonunuosN, 

Jun$ IMl. 
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I Btaads before the streesed ayllable. 

• indicate* length of the preceding lotind. 


fa*] as in alma. 

[ai] aa in toe. 

[au] aa in hoitee. 

[a] aa in hat. 

[ai] oa in hate. 

[i] oa in o<m; Fr. tel. 

[a] indiatinot vowela. 

[i] oa in fill; Fr. qui. 

(!•] aa in fed i Fr. ftUe. 

[o] aa in Fr. aeau. 

[ou] aa in ao. 

[o] open O'BOunda. 

[u] aa in full; Fr. tou. 

[a*] aa in fool; Fr. tpouse. 


[y]' 

[a] I 

W ' 

[ 00 ] 


I in Fr. vu. 
in out. 
in Fr. feu. 

■ in Fr. ateur. 


["] French naaalization. 

[o] aa in G. ich. 

[x] aa in G., So. lorh. 

[15] oa in this. 

[j] aa in pou. 

[]>] aa in lAick. 

[/] aa in eAe. 

[ 5 ] aa in meaeure. 

[’] in Ruasian palatalization, in 
Danish glottal atop. 
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economizing of effort, see ease-theory 
effort in speaking, 261 ff., 324 ff. 
eglino, 281 

emotion, influence on sound, 276 
•en in plural, 386 
ending, see flexion, sufllx 
English, Grimm’s appreciation, 62; 
foreign influence, 202, 210, 212 ff.; 
rapid change, 261; case-system, 
208 ff. ; future tense, 274 ; vowel- 
shift, 243, 284; word-order, 344 f.; 
genitive, 360 
entangling, 422 
equidistant changes, 284 
•er in plural, 386 

estimation of languages, see appre¬ 
ciation 

Etruscan, 196 


etymology, sound laws, 298 ; pnn- 
ciples, 306 ff.; obj'ect of, 316; 
etymology of rag, 300; of sun, 
aay, ace, 306; of krieg, 307 ; of 
grog, gam, 308; of hope, 309; of 
nut, atumm, 311 ; of mats, maar, 
men, 316; of moon, daughter, 
mother, 318 
euphemism, 245 
euphony, 278 

exceptions to sound-laws, 298 ff. 
exertion in speaking, 261 ff., 324 ff. 
expressive sounds preserved, 288 
extension of sound laws, 290; of 
suffixes, 386 ff. 
extra-lingual influences, 278 

/ for th, 167; in enough, etc., 168; 

in Spanish, 193 
fable in Froto-Aryan, 81 
fain, 178 

fashion in language, 291 
father, 117 
Foist, 194 ff. 

feminine, 391 ff.; in -t, 394, 402; 

of. woman 
Finnic, 197 f., 207 
flexion, 35, 64 f., 68 f., 76 ff., 79; 
origin of, 377 ff. 

foreign languages, mistakes in noting 
down, 116 f. ; influence of, 191 ff. 
forgetfulness, 176 

forms, number of, 332, 337; origin 
of, 49, 68, 377 ff. 

French influence on English, 202, 
209, 214; pronouns and verbs. 
422 f. 

frequency, influence on phonetic 
development, 267 
•ful, suffix, 376 

Qabelentz, 98, 369 
gam, 308 
gape, 288 

gender, 346 f., 391 ff. 
general and specifle terms. 274. 
429 f. 

genitive, name, 20; group, 361 ; 
a in, 382, 383 n. 

geographical distribution of lan¬ 
guages, 187 ; influence on change, 
266 ^ 
German language, appreciation of, 
29, 31, 60; sound-shift, 43 ff., 
195 f., 283 ; forms, 341 ff,; word- 
order, 344 

Germanic, see Gothonie 

gibberish, 149 f. 

girls, 146 

gleam, gloom, 401 

glottogonic theories abandoned, 96 
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Oothonic (Qennanic, Teutonic), 42; 

sound-shift, see consonant-shift 
gradation, see apophony 
grammar, children’s, 128 If.; foreign 
influence, 213; of primitive lan¬ 
guages, 421 

grammatical elements, origin, 48, 
68 , 61 

Greek linguistic speculation, 19 f. : 
vowels, 91 ; personal pronouns, 
286 n. ; Modem Greek, 301 
Grimm, 37, 40 ff., 60 ft. 

Grimm’s Law, 43 f.; see consonant- 
shift 

grog, 308 

group genitive, 129, 351 ; groups of 
words with similar meaning, 389 

h for / in Spanish, 103; for «, etc., 
263 

habaidedeima, 322, 329, 331 f. 

Hale, 181 ff. 
haplology, 281, 329 
harmony of vowels, 280 
Hebrew, 21 
Hegel, 72 f. 

Hemp], 201 9, 

Herder, 27 f. 

hereditary aptness for a language, 
76, 141 
Hermann, 48 
Hervas, 22 
Herzog, 164 f. 
hide, 121 

Hirt, 192, 203 f., 382 f. 
historical point of view, 32, 42 
homophones, 285 f. 

•hood, suffix, 376 
hope, 309 

humanization of language, 327 f. 
Humboldt, 65 ff. 
hypercorrect forms, 294 

I, the pronoun, 123 f.^ 
i denoting small, feminine, near, 402 
idioms, 139 

imitation, 291 ff.; of sounds, 398, 
413 f. 

imperative, 403 
incorporation, 68 , 79, 425 
Indian grammarians, 20 ; cactiminsJs, 
196; cf. American Indian, Ban- 
skrit 

indirect ways of obtaining expres¬ 
sions, 438 

indissoluble expressions of several 
ideas. 334, 422 ff., 428 ff. 
Indo-European (Indo-Oermamc), see 
Aryan 

indolence, see ease-theory 
inflexion, see flexion 


interjections, 414 

interrogative sentences, 137; par* 
tides, 358 

invention of words. 151 ff, 
irregularities in old langunges, 3.38 f., 
379, 425 

isolating languages, 36, 76, 366 ff. 

Japanese, 243 
jaw-breakers, 280 
jaw-ineasuremonts, 104 
Jonisch, 29 if. 

Johannson, 341 ff. 

Jones, William, 33 
[ju ], 290 f. 

Karigren, 372 f. 

Keltic languages, 38, 39, 53; sub¬ 
stratum, 192 17. 

Kuhn, 371 

ku> becomes p, 168 


languages, rise of now, 180 ff. 
langunge-teaeliing, 146 
lapses, 279 

Latin, study of, 22 f. ; influence, 200, 
215; forms, 334, 338 f., 343; 
word-or<lor, S.'iO 
latitude of correctness, 282 
law as applied to sound-changes, 
297 

leaps in phonetic development, 167 : 

in meanings, 175 
Leibniz, 22 

lengthening, emotional, 277, 403; 

of words, 330 
r.enz, 204 
Lepsius, 370 
Loskien, 93 

life as api>lied to language, 7 
lingua geral, 234 

linguistics, position of, 64 f., 73, 86 , 
97 

little, 407 

little language, 103, 106, 144, 147 
living languages, study of, 97 
loan-words, sound-substitution, 207; 
general theory, 208; culture, 
209; classes, 211 ; with symbolic 
smmds, 409 

loss of sounds, 108, 168, 328 f. 
love-songs, 433 f. 

Luxemburg, bilingmsm in, 148 
•ly, suffix, 377 


m in adversative conjunctions, 314 ff.; 

case-ending, 382 
ma, maar, 314 f. 

Madvig, 84, 433 
magis, mais, 314 f. 
makeebift languages. 


232 ff. 
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mamma, 154 ft. 
man and woman, 142, 237 fl. 
Mauritiui Creole, 226 ff. 
meaning, delimitation of, 118 f.; 
words of opposite meaning, 120; 
words with several meanings, 
121: shifting of meaning, 174; 
of. semantic changes 
meaningless gibberish, 149 f. ; sing¬ 
ing, 436 

Meillet, 65, 198 f. 
memory, children’s, 143 
men, 315 

mental states, words for, 401 
.Meringer, 162 f., 280, 291 
metanalysis, 173 
metaphors, 431 
metathesis, 108, 281 
Meyer-Benfoy, 256 
milk, 158 
Misteli, 79 

misunderstandings, 282, 286 f., 319 

mixed languages, 191 S. 

modem languages, study of, 68; 

compared with ancient, 322 S. 
Moller, H., 139, 308, 382 
mon, 358 

monosyllabic languages, 86, 307 S. 
month, 318 
moods, 380 
moon, 318 
mother, 155, 318 
mother-tongue, 146 
movement, words denoting, 399 
mountains, linguistic changes in, 
256 f. 

mouth-filling words, 403 
Mfiller, Friedrich, 79, 338 
Miiller, Max 88 ff., 414 
Murray, 269 
mutation, 37, 46 

mutilation of lips, 256; of words, 266 
my, 384 f. 

-n in mtns, 384 f. 

names of relations, 118; proper, 439 
nasslis sonans, 92, 317 f. 
national psychology, 258 
negation, 136; redundant, 352 
neo-grammarians, eee young-gram¬ 
marians 

new languages, 180 ff. 

Noir4, 415 

nominal forms, 337 fl.; concord, 
348 fl. 

number in verbs, 335; in pronouns, 
347 : in nouns, 129, 349, 355, 385, 
394 f. 

numerals, 119; borrowed, 211; in suc¬ 
cession, 281; distinct for various 
classes, 430 


nursery language, 179 
nut, 311 

0 original in Aryan, 52, 91 
old languages compared with modern, 
322 ff. 
on, 287 
onole, 271 n. 

onomatopoeia, 150, 313, 398 fl. 
opposite meaning, 120 
order of words, eee word-order 
organism, language as an, 7, 65 
organs of speech, used for other 
purposes, 278; development, 416, 
436 

orient, 175 

origin of language, 26 fl., 61, 412 fl.; 

of grammatical elements, 367 fl. 
Osthofl, 93 
ox, oxen, 385 

palatal law, 90 f. 

Fanini, 20 

pap, 158 

papa, 154 ff. 

parenthesizing, 350 i, 

passive, Scandinavian, 50, 377; 

Latin, 60, 381 
patter, 407 
Paul, 94 f., 162 
periods of rapid change, 269 
personal forms in verbs, 53, 335, 383 
pet-names, 108, 169 
philolo^, 64 f., 97 
phonetic laws, eee sound changes, 
sound laws 
Pidgin-English, 221 fl. 
pittance, 

Plato, 19, 396 

playfulness, 148, 298 f., 432 fl. 
plumbum, plummet, plunge, 313 f. 
plural, eee number 
poetry, 300, 431 f. 
polysynthetio, 423, 425 
pooh-pooh theory, 414 
pope, 156 

popular etymology, 122 
portmanteau words, 313 
possessive pronouns, 384 f. 
prepositions, 137 f.; borrowed, 211 
prescriptive grammar, 24 
preterit, weak, 61, 381 
primitive languages, 417 ff. 
progressive tendency, 319 ff. 
pronouns, 123; borrowed, 212; pos¬ 
sessive, 384; French, 422 
proper names, 436 
prosiopesis, 273 
Proto-Aryan, 80 f., 90 f. 
punning phrases, 300 
pupil, 167 
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puppet, 157 
Puacariu, 205 

question, 137 ; word-order end aux¬ 
iliaries, 357 fl. 
quick, 407 

r in Latin passive, 381; sound of r 
weakened, 244 j r- and n- stems, 
339, 300 

race and Icmguage, 75; race-mixture, 
201 fl. 

rapidity of change, 259 
Rapp, 68 fl. 

Raak, 36 S., 43, 46 
rational, evei^hing originally r., 316 
reaction against change, 203 
reconstruction, 80 S., 317 
reduplication, 109, 169 
relationship between languages, 38, 
63; terms of, 117, 164 fl. 
right, 180 
roU, 374, 408 

Romanic languages, 202, 206 f., 

234 fl., 260 ; future, 378 
root-determinativee, 311 
roots, 52, 367 fl., 373 fl. 

Rousseau, 26 

a in passive, 50, 377, 381 ; ccmo- 
ending, 213, 381 fl.; in English 
plural, 214; in Russian and 
Spanish, 260; Latin disappears, 
362 

Sandfeld, 215 

Sanskrit, 33, 67; vowels, 52, 90 f.; 
consonants, 90 f., 196; drams, 
241 f. 

savages, languages of, 417, 426 fl. 
saving of effort, of apace, of time, 
204 

Scandinavian influence on English, 
212, 214; passive, 50, 377; 
article, 378 
Scherer, 96 
Schlegel, A. W., 36 
Schlegel, F., 34 f. 

Schleicher, 71 ff. 

Schuchardt, 191, 213, 219, 207 
scorn, words expressive of, 401 
Scotch, 193 n. 
screaming, 103 
secondary echoism, 406 
secret languages, 149 f. 
secretion, 384 ff. 
semantic chtuiges, 174 f., 274 fl. 
Semitic, 36, 62 

sentences, 133 ; the earliest, 439 fl.; 

sentence str^, 272 
separative linguistics, 67 
segw-, 3061. 


sex, 146, 237 fl.; of. gender 
shifters, 123 

shortening, 328 f.; of. stump-words, 
signifleation, how apprehended, 
113 ff.; of. semantic changes 
significative sounds preserved, 267 f., 
271, 287 

similarities cause confusion, 1201 . 

simplification, 332 fl. 

singing, 420, 432 ff. 

slang, 247, 299 f. 

small, words for, 402 

smile, 278 

ao, 260 

Soci6t4 de Linguistique, 96, 412 
son, E., 120, 286 
songs, primitive, 420, 432 ff. 
sound changes, paaaim ; see especially 
161 ff., 191 ff., 242 ff., 265 ff. 
sound laws, 93 ; in children, 106 f.; 
extension and metamorphosis, 
200 ; destructive, 280 ; spreading, 
291 ; in the science of etymology, 
295 ff. 

sound-shift, Qothonic, aaa consonant- 
shift 

special terms in primitive speech, 
429 ff. 

speed of utterance, 268 
spelling pronunciations, 294 
splitting, see differentiation 
Spoonerism, 280 

stable and unstable sounds, 109 f. 
Steinthal, 79, 87 
strengthening of sounds, 404 f. 
stress, Aryan, 03; Qothonic, 106 
nature and influence of, 271 fl. 
atumtn, 311 

stump-words, 108, 160 f. 
substantive, see nominal and flexion 
substratum theory, 101 ff. 
subtraction, 173 

suffixes, origin, 376 f.; extension, 
386 f. ; tainting, 388 
suggestivenefw, 408 ; cf. symbolism 
auppUtivuftaen, 426 
Sweet, 07, 161, 264 
syllables, number of, 330 
symbolism, 306 ff. 

syntax, 66 , 95; forei^ influence, 
214; blends, 282; simpliflcation, 
340 

synthetic languages, 36, 834 fl., 

421 f. 

to, 159 

tabu. 230 ff., 431 
tainting of suffixes, 888 
tato, 168 
-tear, suffix, 388 
Telugu, 301 
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tempo, 258 

Teutonio, «ee Qothonio 
th booomes /, v, 167 
they for he or the, 347 
thit and that, 403 
Thomaen, 00 n., 207, 427 
threshold, under the, 138 
ti, 368 f. 

time, a child’s oonoeption of, 120 
tone. 111: in Chinese, 360, 370; in 
Danish dialect, 371 { in primitive 
languages, 410 
Tooke, Home, 40 
translation-loans, 215 
translators introduce foreign words, 
210 

tripot, 115 

twins having separate language, 
185 f. 

w, French, 102 S.; English, 200 f. 
umlaut, 37 

understanding, a baby’s, 113 f. 
units of language, 422 

value, influence on phonetic develop¬ 
ment, 260 ff. 

verb, substantive, 48; flexional 
forms, 130; simplification, 332 il.; 
concord, 335 

verbal oharactor of roots, 374 f. 
Vemer, 03; Verner’s Law. 105, 
107 L 


vocabulary, extent of, 124 fl.; in 
primitive speech, 420 
voicing of consonants, in Gothonio 
and English, 108; symbolic, 405 
vowel-harmony, 280 
vowels, number of Aryan, 44, 62, 91 
vulgar speech, 261, 200 

wars, influence on language, 260 
weak preterit, 51, 381 
weakening of words, 266 
Wessely, 107 
Wheeler, 203 
Whitney, 88, 323, 367 
Windisch, 208 

women as language teachers, 142; 

women’s language, 237 f!. 
word, what constitutes one, 125, 
422 f. 

word-division, 132, 173 f. 
word-formation, 131; cf. invention, 
sufiixes 

word-order, 344 ff., 356 ff. ; in 
Chinese, 360 S. 

worthless words or sounds, 266 fi. 
Wundt, 98, 268 

yesterday, 120 
yo-he-ho theory, 415 
you tor J, 124 
young-grammarians, 03 

Zulu, tee Bantu 
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CHAPTER 1 


BEFORE 1800 

11. Antiquity. | 2. Middle Agoa ud RnnaiaswuM. | S. Kigh t — n t fc 
centur}' 8i>eculftiioa. Herder. { 4 . Jeoiach. 

L—§L Antiquity. 

The scirnce of language began, tentatively and approximately, 
when the minds of men first turned to problems like these: How 
is it that people do not speak everywhere the same language I 
How wore words first created t What is the relation b«>tween a 
name and the thing it stands for 1 Why is such and such a person, 
or such and such a thing, called this and not that ? The first 
answers to these questions, like primitive answers to other riddles 
of the nniverse, were largely theological: God, or one particular 
god, had created language, or God led all animals to the first man 
in order that he might give them names. Thus in the Old Testa¬ 
ment the diversity of languages is explained os a punishment 
from God for man’s crimes and presumption. Those were great 
and general problems, but the minds of the early Jews were also 
occupied with smaller and more particular problems of language, 
os when etymological interpretations were given of such personal 
names as were not immediately self-explanatory. 

The some predilection for etymology, and a similar primitive 
kind of etymology, hiUM-<l entirely on a more or less accidental 
similarity of sound and easily satisfied with any fanciful connexion 
in sense, is found abundantly in Greek writers and in their Latin 
imitators. But to the speculative minds of Greek thinkers the 
proUem that prove*! most attractive was the graerol and abstract 
one. Are wm^ natural and necessary expressions of the notions 
underiying them, or are they merely arbitrary and conventional 
signs tor notions that might have been equally well expressed by 
any other sounds 1 Endless discussiors were carried on about 
this question, as we see particularly from Plato’s Kraij/lot, and 
no very definite result was arrived at, nor could any be expected 
Bo long as one language only formed the basis of the discnaaloa— 
even in our own days, after a century of comparative philology, 
the question still remains an open <me. In Greece, the two catch- 
•ords pk4sm (by nature) and tMsei (by oemvention) tot ceotaries 
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divided philosophers and grammarians into two camps, while 
some, like Sokrates in Plato’s dialogue, though admitting that 
in language as actually existing there was no natural connexion 
between word and thing, still wished that an ideal language might 
be created in which words and things would be tied together in 
a perfectly rational way—^thus paving the way for Bishop Wilkins 
and other modern constructors of philosophical languages. 

Such abstract and a priori speculations, however stimulating 
and clever, hardly deserve the name of science, as this term is 
understood nowadays. Science presupposes careful observation 
and sjmtematio classification of facts, and of that in the old Greek 
writers on language we find very little. The earliest masters in 
linguistic observation and classification were the old Indian gram¬ 
marians. The language of the old sacred hymns had become in 
many points obsolete, but religion required that not one iota of 
these revered texts should be altered, and a scrupulous oral tradition 
kept them unchanged from generation to generation in every 
minute particular. This led to a wonderfully exact analysis of 
speech sounds, in which every detail of articulation was care¬ 
fully described, and to a no less admirable analysis of grammatical 
forms, which wore arranged systematically and described in a 
concise and highly ingenious, though artificial, terminology. The 
whole manner of treatment was entirely different from the methods 
of Western grammarians, and when the works of Panini and other 
Sanskrit grammarians were first mode known to Europeans in 
the nineteenth century, they profoundly influenced our own lin¬ 
guistic science, as witnessed, among other things, b}' the fact that 
some of the Indian technical terms are still extensively used, for 
instance those describing various kinds of compound nouns. 

In Europe grammatical science was slowly and laboriously 
developed in Greece and later in Rome. Aristotle laid the founda¬ 
tion of the division of words into parts of speech ” and introduced 
the notion of case (pldsis). His work in this connexion was 
continued by the Stoics, many of whose grammatical distinctions 
and terms are still in use, the latter in their Latin dress, which 
embodies some curious mistakes, as when genike, ** the case of kind 
or species," was rendered genitivus, as if it meant "the case of 
origin," or, worse still, when aitiatiki, " the case of object," was 
rendered accusativus, as if from aitidomai, *I accuse.’ In later 
times the philological school of Alexandria was particularly 
important, the object of research being the interpretation of the 
old poets, whose language vras no longer instantly intelligible. 
Details of flexion and of the meaning of words were described 
and referred to the two categories of analogy or regularity and 
anomaly or irregularity but real insist into the nature of language 



fl] ANTIQUITY SI 

made rery little either with the AJexandrinna or with 

their Roman inheritora, and etymology still remained in the 
childlike stage. 

L—{£. Middle Agee and Renalwanca. 

Nor did linguistic science advance in the Middle Ages. The 
chief thing then was learning I^tin aa the common language of 
the Church and of what little there was of civilization generally ; 
but Latin waa not sttidicd in a scientiiio spirit, and the various 
vernacular languages, which one by one blossomed out into 
languages of literature, even less so. 

The R<‘naisssnce in so far brought about a change in this, as 
it widened the horizon, osi>eciaily by introducing the study of 
Greek. It also favourtnl grammatical studies through the stress 
it laid on correct Ijatin as represented in the best peritxl of classical 
literature: it now became the ambition of humanists in all 
countries to write liotin like Cicero. In the following centuries 
we witness a constantly deepening interest in the various living 
languages of Kurope, owing to the gniwing importance of native 
literatures and to increasing facilititw of international traOic and 
communication in general. The mo.st important factor here was, 
of course, the invention of printing, which rendcrnl it incom¬ 
parably more easy than formerly to obtain the means of studying 
foreign langtiagcs. It should notctl also that in tlutse times 
the prevalent theological interest made it a much more common 
thing than nowadays for ordinary scholare to have some know¬ 
ledge of Hebrew as the original language of the Old Testament. 
The acquaintance with a language so different in type from those 
spoken in Eurofw in many ways stimulated the interest in linguistic 
studies, though on the other hand it proved a fruitful source of 
error, because the position of the Semitic family of languages 
was not yet understood, and because Hebrew was thought to be 
the language spoken in Paratiiso, and therefore imagined to be 
the language from which all other languages were descended. 
All kinds of fanciful similarities between Hebrew and European 
languages were taken as firoofs of the origin of the latter; every 
imaginable permutation of sounds (or rather of letters) was looked 
upon as possible so long as there was a slight connexion in the 
sense of the two words compared, and however incredible it may 
seem nowadays, the fact that Hebrew was writtm from right to 
left, while we in our writing proceed from left to right, was 
considered justification enough for the most violent transposition 
of letters in etymologioal exfdanations. And yet all these flighty 
ami whimHical comparisons served perhaps in some measure to 
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pare the way for a more systematio treatment of etymology throngh 
oolleoting vast etorea of words from which sober and critical minds 
might select those instances of indubitable connexion on which a 
sound science of etymology could eventually be constructed. 

The discovery and publication of texts in the old Gothonio 
(Germanic) languages, especially Wulfila’s Gothic translation of 
the Bible, compared with which Old English (Anglo-Saxon), Old 
Germui and Old Icelandic texts were of less, though by no means 
of despicable, account, paved the way for historical treatment 
of this important group of languages in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. But on the whole, the interest in the history 
of languages in those days was small, and linguistic thinkers thought 
it more urgent to establish vast treasuries of languages as actually 
spoken than to follow the development of any one language from 
ccnttiry to century. Thus we see that the great philosopher 
Leibniz, who took much interest in linguistic pmsuits and to whom 
wo owe many judicious utterances on the possibility of a universal 
language, instigated Peter the Great to have vocabularies and 
specimens collected of all the various languages of his vast empire. 
To this initiative taken by Leibniz, and to the great personal 
interest that the Empress Catherine II took in these studies, we 
owe, directly or indirectly, the great repertories of all languages 
then known, first Pallas’s lAnguarum iotius orbi$ vocahvlaria 
amparaliva (1786-87), then Hervas’s Catdlogo de las lenguas 
de las na'.iones conocidas (ISOO-fi), and finally Adelung’s 
Mithridates oder allgemeine Spraehenlcunde (1806-17). In spite 
of their inevitable shortcomings, their uncritical and unequal 
treatment of many languages, the preponderance of lexical over 
grammatical information, and the use of biblical texts as their 
sole connected illustrations, these great works exercised a mighty 
infiuonoe on the linguistic thought and research of the time, and 
contributed very much to the birth of the linguistic science of the 
nineteenth century. It should not bo forgotten, moreover, that 
Hervas was one of the first to recognize the superior importance 
of grammar to vocabulary for deciding questions of relationship 
between languages. 

It will be well here to consider the manner in which languages 
and the teaching of languages were generally viewed during the 
centuries preceding the rise of Comparative linguistics. The chief 
language taught was Latin ; the first and in many cases the only 
grammar with which scholars came into contact was Latin grammar. 
No wonder therefore that grammar and Latin gra mm a r came 
in the minds of most people to be synonyms. Latin grammar 
played an enormous r61e in the schools, to the exclusion of many 
subjects (the pupil’s own native language, scioDoe, history, etc.) 
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which we are now b^inning to think more eesential for the eduoa* 
tion of the young. The traditional term for * secondary school' 
was in England * grammar school * and in Denmark * latinskole,' 
and the reason for both expressions was obviously the same. 
Here, however, we are concerned with this privileged position of 
Latin granunar only in so far as it influenced the treatment of 
languages in general. It did so in more ways thim one. 

Latin was a language with a wealth of flexional forms, and 
in dc^8C^bing other languages the same categories as were found 
in Latin were applied as a matter of course, even where there was 
nothing in these other languages which really corresponded to what 
was found in Latin. In l^glish and Danish grammars panuligms 
of noun declension were given with such cases as accusative, dative 
and ablative, in spite of the fact that no separate forms for these 
cases had existed for centuries. All languages were indiscriminately 
saddled with the elaborate Latin system of tenses and moods in 
the verbs, and by moons of such Procrustean methods the actual 
facts of many languages were distorted anfl misrepresented. 
Discriminations which hod no foundation in reality were never- 
thelees insisted on, while discriminations which hapfiened to be 
non-existent in I>atin were apt to be overlooked. The mischief 
consequent on this unfortunate method of measuring all grammar 
after the pattern of Latin grammar has not even yet completely 
disappear^, and it is even now diflioult to find a single grammar 
of any language that is not here and there influenc<>d by the 
Latin bias. 

Latin was chiefly taught as a written language (witness the 
totally different manner in which Latin was pronounced in 
the different countries, the consequence being that as early os the 
sixteenth century Prench and English scholars were unable to 
understand each other's spoken Latin). This led to the almost 
exclu.sive occupation with letters instead of sounds. The fact 
that all la-iguage is primarily spoken and only secondarily written 
down, that Uie real life of language is in the mouth and ear and 
not in the pen and eye, was overlooked, to the detriment of a real 
understanding of the essence of language and linguistic develop¬ 
ment ; and very often where the spoken form of a language wse 
accessible scholars contented themselves with a reading knowledge. 
In sidte of many efforts, some of which go back to the sixteenth 
century, but which did not become really powerful till the rise 
of modem phonetics in the nineteenth century, the fundamental 
sigmficance of spoken as opposed to written language has not 
yet been fully appi^ated by all linguists. There are still too 
ttMy writers on philological questions who have evidently never 
tried to think in sounds instead of thinking in lettera and symbols. 
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and who would probably be sorely puzzled if they were to pro¬ 
nounce all the forms that come so glibly to their pens. What 
Sweet wrote in 1877 in the preface to his Handbook of Phonetieo 
is perhaps less true now than it was then, but it still contains some 
elements of truth. ** Many instances,” he said, might be quoted 
of the way in which important philological facts and laws have 
been passed over or misrepresented through the observer’s want 
of phonetic training. Schleicher’s failing to observe the Lithua¬ 
nian accents, or even to comprehend them when pointed out by 
Kurschat, is a striking instance.” But there can be no doubt 
that the way in which Latin has been for centuries made the 
basis of all linguistic instruction is largely responsible for the 
preponderance of eye-philology to ear-philology in the history of 
our science. 

We next come to a point which to my mind is very important, 
because it concerns something which has had, and has justly had, 
enduring effects on the manner in which language, and especially 
grammar, is viewed and taught to this day. TYhat was the object 
of teaching Latin in the Middle Ages and later ? Certainly not 
the purely sciontiiio one of imparting knowledge for knowledge’s 
own sake, apart from any practical use or advantage, simply in 
order to widen the spiritual horizon and to obtain the joy of pure 
intellectual understanding. For such a purpose some people with 
scientific leanings may here and there take up the study of some 
out-of-the-way African or American idiom. But the reasons for 
teaching and learning Latin were not so idealistic. Latin was 
not evmi taught and learnt solely with the purpose of opening the 
doors to the old classioal or to the more recent religious literature 
in that language, but chiefiy, and in the first instance, because 
Latin was a practical and highly important means of communication 
between educated people. One had to learn not only to read 
Latin, but also to write Latin, if one wanted to maintain no matter 
how humble a position in the republic of learning or in the hier¬ 
archy of the Church. Consequently, grammar was not (even 
primarily) the science of how words were infiected and how forms 
were used by the old Romans, but chiefiy and essentially the 
art of infiecting words and of using the forms yourself, if yon 
wanted to write correct Latin. This you must say, and these 
faults you must avoid—such were the lessons imparted in the 
schools. Grammar was not a set of facts observed but of rules to 
be observed, and of paradigms, i.e. of patterns, to be followed. 
Sometimes this character of grammatical instruction is expressly 
indicated in the form of the precepts given, as in such memorial 
verses as this: “ Tolle -we, -w», -wu, -mis. Si declinare dowtie vis 1 ’* 
In other words, grammar was prtacriptivt rather than desariplive. 
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Tlie onirent definition of grammar, therefore, was ** ars bene 
dioendi et bene soribendi,** ** Tart de bien dire et de bien Asrire," 
the art of speaking and writing oorrectly. J. C. Soaliger said, 
**Grammatici unus finis est recte loqui.” To attain to oorreot 
diction (* good grammar ’) and to avoid faulty diction (‘ bad 
grammar'), such were the two objects of grammatical teaching. 
Now, the same point of view, in wUch the two elements of * art' 
and of 'correctness' entered so largely, was applied not only to 
Latin, but to other languages as well, when the various vernaculars 
came to be treated grammatically. 

The vocabulary, too, was treated from the same point of view. 
This is especially evident in the ease of the dictionaries issued by 
the French and Italian Academies. They differ from dictionaries 
as now usually compiled in being not collections of all and any 
words their authors could get hold of within the limits of the 
language concerned, but in being selections of words deserving the 
recommendations of the best arbiters of taste and therefore fit 
to be used in the highest literature by even the most elegant or 
f4Mtidiou8 writers. Dictionaries thus understood were less descrip¬ 
tions of actual usage than prescriptions for the best usage of 
words. 

The normative way of viewing language is fraught with some 
groat dangers which can only be avoided through a comprehen¬ 
sive knowledge of the historic development of languages and of 
the general conditions of linguistic psychology. Otherwise, the 
tendency evcr 3 rwhere is to draw too narrow limits for whot is 
allowable or correct. In many cases one form, or one construc¬ 
tion, only is recognized, even where two or more are found in 
actual speech ; the question which is to be selected as the only good 
form comes to be decided too often by individual fancy or predilec¬ 
tion, where no scientific tests can yet be applied, and thus a form 
may often be proscribed which from a less narrow jKunt of view 
might have appeared just as good os, or even better than, the 
one preferred in the official grammar or dictionary. In other 
instances, where two forms were recognized, the grammarian 
wanted to give rules for their discrimination, and sometimes on 
the buis of a totally inadequate induction he would establish 
nice distinctions not really warranted by actual usage—distinctions 
which subsequent generations had to learn at school with the sweat 
of their brows and which were often considered most important 
in spite of their intrinsio inrignificance. Such unreal or half-real 
s^tle distinctions are the besetting sin of French grammarians 
from the * grand sidcle' miwurds, while they have played a much 
less considerable part in England, where people have been on the 
whede more inclined to let things riide as best they may on the 
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'laiflsez faire' principle, and where no Academy waa ever estab- 
lifnhod to regulate language. But even in English rules are not 
unfrcquontly given in schools and in newspaper offices which are 
ba8e<i on narrow views and hasty generalizations. Because a 
preposition at the end of a sentence may in some instances be 
clumsy or imwicldy, this is no reason why a final preposition should 
always and under all circumstances be considered a grave error. 
But it is of course easier for the schoolmaster to give an absolute 
and inviolable rule once and for all than to study carefully all 
the various considerations that might render a qualification 
desirable. If the ordinary books on Common Faults in Writing 
and Speaking English and similar works in other langungcs have 
not oven now assimilated the teachings of Comparative and 
Historic Linguistics, it is no wonder that the grammarians of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, with whom we are here 
concurned, should bo in many ways guided by narrow and 
insufficient views on what ought to determine correctness of speech. 

More also the importance given to the study of Latin was 
sometimes harmful; too much was scttle<i by a reference to Latin 
rules, oven where the modern languages really followed rules of 
their own that were opposed to those of Latin. The learning of 
Latin grammar was suppo-sed to be, and to some extent really 
was, a schooling in logic, os the strict observance of the rules of 
any foreign language is bound to be; but the consequence of this 
was that when questions of grammatical correctness were to be 
settled, too much importance was often given to purely logical 
considerations, and scholars were sometimes apt to determine 
what was to be enilt'd * logical' in language according to whether 
it was or was not in conformity with LtUin usage. This disposition, 
joined with the unavoidable conservatism of mankind, and more 
particularly of teachers, would in many ways prove a liindrance 
to natural developments in a living speech. But we must again 
take up the thread of the liistory of linguistic theory. 

L—§ 3. Eighteenth-century Speculation. Herder. 

The problem of a nutursil origin of language exercised some of 
the best-known tliinkers of the eighteenth century. Rousseau 
imagined the first men setting themselves more or less deliberately 
to frame a language by an agreement similar to (or forming part 
of) the corUraf social which according to him was the basis of all 
social onler. There is here the obvious difficulty of imagining 
how primitive men who had been previously without any speech 
came to feel the wont of language, and how they could agree on 
what sound was to represent w'hat idea without having already 
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■ome means of oommunication. Rousseau's whole manner of 
putting and of viewing the problem is evidently too orude to be 
of any real im|>ortance in the history of linguistic science. 

Condillac is much more sensible when he trios to imagine how 
a speechless man and a speechless woman might be led quite 
naturally to acquire something like langtiage, starting with instinc¬ 
tive cries and violent gestures called forth by strung emotions. 
Such cries would come to be associated with elementary feelings, 
and new sounds might come to indicate various objects if produced 
repeatedly in connexion with gestures showing what objects the 
speaker wanted to call attention to. If those two first speaking 
beings had as yet very little power to vary their souiuls, their 
child would have a more flexible tongue, and would therefore be 
able to, and be impelliHl to, produce some new sounds, the meaning 
of which his parents would guess at, and which they in their turn 
would imitate ; thus gradually a greater and greater number of 
words would come into existence, generation after generation 
working painfully to enrich and develop what hod been already 
acquired, until it Anally became a real language. 

The profoundest thinker on these problems in the eighteenth 
century was Johann Gottfriid Herder, who, though he did little 
or nothing in the way of scientific research, yet prepared the rise 
of linguiHtic s«‘ience. In his prize essay on the Origin of Language 
(1772) Herder first vigitrously and successfully attacks the orthodox 
vi»'\v of his age—a view which had been recently upheld very 
emph.'itically by one SUssmilch—that language could not have 
been invented by man, but was a direct gift from God. One of 
IIiTder’s strongest arguments is that if language had been framed 
by God and by Him inHiilic<l into the mind c>f man, wo should 
expect it to be much more logical, much more itnbutHl with pure 
rciMon than it is ns an actual matter of fact. Much in all existing 
languages is so chaotic and ill-arrangi'd that it could not be God’s 
work, but must come from the hand of man. On the other hand, 
Hcnlcr does not think that language was really ‘ invented ’ by 
man—although this was the word uswl by the Berlin Academy 
when opening the competition in which Henler’s essay gained the 
prize. Language was not deliberately framer] by man, but sprang 
of necessity from his innermost nature ; the genesis of language 
according to him is duo to an impulse similar to that of the mature 
embryo pressing to be bom. Man, in the same way os all animals, 
gives vent to his feelings in tones, but this in not enough ; it is 
imjKissible to trace the origin of human language to these emotional 
cries alone. However much they may be refined and fix<d, without 
understanding they can never l^omc human, conscious language. 
Man differs from brute animals not in degree or in the addition oi 
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new powers, but in a totally different direction and development 
of all powers. Man’s inferiority to animals in strength and soreness 
of instinct is compensated by his wider sphere of attention ; the 
whole disposition of his mind as an unanalysable entity constitutes 
the impassable barrier between him and the lower animals. Man, 
then, shows conscious reflexion when among the ocean of sensa¬ 
tions that rush into his soul through all the senses he singles out 
one wave and arrests it, as when, seeing a lamb, he looks for a dis¬ 
tinguishing mark and finds it in the bleating, so that next time 
when he recognizes the same animal he imitates the sound of 
bleating, and thereby creates a name for that animal. Thus the 
lamb to him is * the bleater,’ and nouns are created from verbs, 
whereas, according to Herder, if language had been the creation 
of God it would inversely have begun with nouns, as that would 
have been the logically ideal order of procedure. Another charac¬ 
teristic trait of primitive languages is the crossing of various 
shades of feeling and the necessity of expressing thoughts through 
strong, bold metaphors, presenting the most motley picture. 
“ The genetic cause lies in the poverty of the human mind and 
in the flowing together of the emotions of a primitive human 
being.” Another consequence is the wealth of synonyms in 
primitive language; ” alongside of real poverty it has the most 
unnecessary superfluity.” 

When Herder here speaks of primitive or * original ’ languages, 
he is thinking of Oriental languages, and especially of Hebrew. 
** We should never forget,” says Edward Sapir,* ‘‘ that Herder’s 
time-perspective was necessarily very different from ours. While 
we unconcernedly take tens or even hundreds of thousands of 
years in which to allow the products of human civilization to 
develop. Herder was still compelled to operate with the less than 
six thousand years that orthodoxy stingily doled out. To us the 
two or three thousand years that separate our language from the 
Old Testament Hebrew seems a negligible quantity, when specu¬ 
lating on the origin of language in general; to Herder, however, 
the Hebrew and the Greek of Homer seemed to be appreciably 
nearer the oldest conditions than our vernaculars—hence his 
exaggeration of their ursprilnglickkeii'* 

Herder’s chief influence on the science of speech, to my mind, 
is not derived directly from the ideas contained in his essay on 
the actual origin of speech, but rathor indirectly through the 
whole of his life’s work. He had a very strong sense of the value 
of everything that had grown naturally (das naturwOohsige); he 
prepared the minds of his countrymen for the manysided recep- 

* Sse his essay on Herder's ** Ursprung der sprecho *' in SJodrm PkUotogy, 
S. 117 (IMT). 
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* Sse his essay on Herder's ** Ursprung der sprecho *' in SJodrm PkUotogy, 
S. 117 (IMT). 
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Europena —a book which is oven now well worth reading, the 
more so becauso its subject has been all but completely neglected 
in the hundred and twenty years that have since intervened. In 
the Introduction the author has the following passage, which 
might be taken as the motto of Wilhelm v. Humboldt, Steinthal, 
Flnck and Byrne, who do not, however, seem to have been 
inspired by Jenisch : In language the whole intellectual and 

moral essence of a man is to some extent revealed. * Speak, and 
you are ’ is rightly said by the Oriental. The language of the 
natural man is savage and rude, that of the cultured man is elegant 
and polished. As the Greek was subtle in thought and sensuously 
refined in feeling—as the Roman wm serious and practical rathw 
than speculative—as the Frenchman is popular and sociable— 
as the Briton is profound and the Gcrnmn philosophic—so are 
also the languages of each of these nations.** 

Jenisch then goes on to say that language as the organ for 
communicating our ideas and feelings accomplishes its end if it 
ropresents idea and feeling according to the actual want or need 
of the mind at the given moment. We have to examine in each 
cose the following essential qualities of the languages compared, 
(1) richness, (2) energy or emphasis, (3) clearness, and (4) euphony. 
Under the head of richness we are concerned not only with the 
number of words, first for material objects, then for spiritual and 
abstract notions, but also with the ease with which new words 
can be formed (lexikolische bildsamkeit). The energy of a language 
is shown in its lexicon and in its grammar (simplicity of grammatical 
structure, absence of articles, etc.), but also in ** the characteristio 
energy of the nation and its original writers.*’ Glcamess and 
definiteness in the same way are shown in vocabulary and grammar, 
especially in a regular and natural syntax. Euphony, finally, 
depends not only on the selection of consonants and vowels 
utilized in the language, but on their harmonious combination, the 
general impression of the language being more important than any 
details capable of being analysed. 

These, then, are the criteria by which Greek and Latin and a 
number of living languages are compared and judged. The author 
displays groat learning and a sound practical knowledge of many 
languages, and his remarks on the advantages and shortcomings 
of these are on the whole judicious, though often porhaps too much 
stress is laid on the literary merits of great writers, which have 
really no intrinsic connexion with the value of a language as such. 
It depends to a great extent on accidental oiroumstances whether 
a language has been or has not been used in devated literature, 
and its merits should be estimated, so far as this is possible, inde¬ 
pendently of the perfection of its literature. Jeniech’s prejudice 
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in thftt respect is shown, for instance, when he sa^e (p. 36) that 
the endeavours of Hickes are entirely futile, when he tries to make 
out r^ular declensions and conjugations in the barbarous language 
of W.ilfila’s translation of the Hible. But otherwise Jenisch is 
nngularly free from prejudices, as shown by a great number of 
passages in which other languages are praised at the expense of 
bis own. Thus, on p. 396, he declares German to be the most 
repellent contrast to that most supple modern language, French, 
on account of its unnatural word-onler, its eternally trailing 
article, its want of participial constructions, and its interminable 
auxiliaries (as in 'ioh werde gelicbt werden, ich wtirdo geliebt 
worden sein,’ etc.), with the frequent separation of these auxiliaries 
from the main verb through extraneous intcrmc<liato words, all 
of which gives to German something incredibly awkward, which 
to the reader appears as lengthy and diffuse and to the writer os 
inconvenient and intractable. It is not often that we find an 
author appraising his own language with such severe impartiality, 
and 1 have given the passage also to show what kind of problems 
confront the man who wishes to compare the relative value of 
languages as wholes. Jenisch*s view here forms a striking contrast 
to Herder’s appreciation of their common mother-tongue. 

Jenisch’s b^k does not seem to have been widely read by 
nineteenth-century scholars, who took up totally different problems. 
Those few who read it were perhaps inclined to say with S. Ijofmarm 
(see his book on k>anz Bopp, Nachtrag, 1897, p. xi) that it is diffi¬ 
cult to decide which was the greater fool, the one who put this 
problem or the one who tried to answer it. This attitude, however, 
towards problems of valuation in the matter of languages is 
neither just nor wise, though it is perhaps easy to see how students 
of comparative grammar were by the very nature of their study 
led to look down upon those who compared languages from the 
point of view of asthetic or litwary merits. Anyhow, it seems to 
me no small merit to have been the first to treat such problems 
as those, which are generally answered in an off-hand way 
according to a loose general judgement, so as to put them on a 
scientific footing by examining in detail what it is that makes us 
more or less instinctively prefer one language, or one tom or expres¬ 
sion in a language, and thus lay the foundation of that inductive 
•sthetio theory of language which has still to be developed in a 
truly Hcientific spirit. 
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11. lotroductioQ. Saiukrit. 12. Friedrich von Schlegel. {3. Rasmtu 
RohIc. { 4. Jacob Grimm. § 6. The Sound Shift. { 6. Frans Bopp. 
)7. Bopp continued. {8. Wilhelm von Humboldt. |0. Qrimra 
once more. 


n.—§1. Introdnctioii. Sanskrit 

Tub nineteenth century witnessed an enormous growth and 
development of the science of language, which in some respects 
came to present features totally unknown to previous centuries. 
The horizon was widened; more and more languages were described, 
studied and examined, many of them for their own sake, as they 
had no important literature. Everywhere a deeper insight was 
gained into the structures even of such languages as had been 
for oonturies objects of study; a more comprehensive and more 
incisive classification of languages was obtained with a deeper 
understanding of their mutual relationships, and at the same time 
linguistic forms were not only described and analysed, but also 
explained, their genesis being traced as far bock as historical 
evidence allowed, if not some times further. Instead of contenting 
itself with stating when and where a form existed and how it looked 
and was employed, linguistic science now also began to ask why 
it had taken that definite shape, and thus passed from a purely 
descriptive to an explanatory science. 

The chief innovation of the beginning of the nineteenth century 
was the historical point of view. On the whole, it must be said 
that it was reserved for that century to apply the notion of history 
to other things than wars and the vicissitudes of dynasties, and 
thus to discover the idea of development or evolution as pervading 
the whole universe. This brought about a vast change in the 
science of language, as in other sciences. Instead of looking at such 
a language as Latin as one fixed point, and instead of aiming at 
fixing another language, such as French, in one classical form, 
the new science viewed both as being in constant flux, as growing, 
as moving, as continually changing. It cried aloud like Heraclitus 
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“ F&nta rel,” and like Galileo “ Eppur si nniove.” And lo I the 
better this historical point of view was appliod, the more accrete 
languages seemed to unveil, and the more seemed also to bo 
thrown on objects outside the proper 8]jhere of language, such as 
ethnology and the early history of mankind at large and of 
particular countries. 

It is often said that it was the discovery of Sanskrit that was 
the real turning-point in the history of linguistics, and there is 
some truth in this assertion, though we shall see on the one hand 
that Sanskrit was not in itself enough to give to those who studied 
it the true insight into the essence of language and linguistic science, 
and on the other hand that real genius enabled at least one man 
to grasp essential truths about the relationships and development 
of languages even without a knowledge of Sanskrit. Still, it must 
be said that the first acquaintance with this language gave a mighty 
impulse to linguistic studies and exerted a lasting infiuence on 
the way in which most European languages were viewed by seholars, 
and it will therefore be necessary here briefly to sketch the history 
of these studies. India was very little known in Europe till the 
mighty struggle between the French and the English for the mastery 
of its wealth excited a wide interest also in its ancient culture. 
It was but natural that on this intellectual domain, too, the French 
and the English should at first be rivals and that we should find 
both nations represented in the pioneers of Sanskrit scholarship. 
The French Jesuit missionary Coourdoux as early as 17G7 sent to 
the French Institut a memoir in which ho called attention to the 
similarity of many Sanskrit words with Latin, and even compared 
the flexion of the present indicative and subjunctive of Sanskrit 
asmi, ‘ I am,’ with the corresponding forms of I.iatin grammar. 
Unfortunately, however, lii.s work was not prlntc‘d till forty years 
later, when the same discovery had been announced indefxsndently 
by others. The next scholar to be mentioned in this connexion 
is Sir William Jones, who in 1780 utt<Tcd the following memorable 
words, which have often been quoted in books on the history of 
linguistics: "The Samscrit language, whatever bo its antiquity, 
is of a wonderful structure; more perfect than the Greek, more 
copious than the Latin and more exquisitely refined than either; 
yet bearing to both of them a stronger aifinity, both in the roots 
of verbs and in the forms of grammar, than could possibly have 
been produced by accident; f-o strong, indeed, that no philologcr 
could examine them all three without believing them to have 
sprutig from some common source, which, perhaps, no longer 
exists. There is a similar reason, thougli not quite so forcible, for 
■upposing that both the Gothic and the Celtic . . . had the same 
origin with the Sanscrit; and the oid rersian might be added to 

-■ a 



84 BEGINNING OF NINETEENTH CENTURY [ch. u 

the same family.” Sir W. Jones, however, did nothing to carry 
out in detail the comparison thus inaugurated, and it was I'cserved 
for younger inciii to follow up the clue he had given. 


n.—§ 2. Friedrich von SchlegeL 

One of the books that exercised a great influence on the develop¬ 
ment of linguistic science in the beginning of the nineteenth century 
was Friedrich von Schlcgers Ucb>r die sjjradie und weisheit 
der Indier (1808). Schlegei had studied Sanskrit for some years 
in Park, and in his romantic enthusiasm he hoped that the study 
of the old Indian books would bring about a revolution in European 
thought similar to that produced in the Renaissance through the 
revival of the study of Greek. We are here concerned exclusively 
with his linguistic theories, but to his mind they were inseparable 
from Indian religion and philosophy, or rather religious and philo- 
Bopliic poetry. Ho is struck by the similarity between Sanskrit 
and the best-known European languages, and gives quite a number 
of words from Sanskrit found with soarcely any change in German, 
Greek and Latin. He repudiates the idea that these similarities 
might be accidental or due to borrowings on the side of the Indians, 
saying oxprc.ssly that the proof of original relationship between 
these languages, os well as of the greater age of Sanskrit, lies 
in the far-reaching correspondences in the whole grammatical 
structure of these us op;x)sed to many other languages. In this 
connexion it is noticeable that he is the first to .speak of 'com¬ 
parative grammar * (p. 28), but, like Moses, he only looks into this 
promised land without entering it. Indeed, his method of compari¬ 
son preoludes him from being the founder of the new science, for 
he says himself (p. 6) that he will refrain from stating any rules 
for change or sulislituiionof letters (sounds), and require complete 
identity of the words used os proofs of the descent of langxiages. 
He adds that in other cases, ” wliere intermediate stages are histori¬ 
cally demonstrable, we may derive giorno from dies, and when 
Spanish so often has h for Latin /, or Latin p very often becomes / 
in the German form of the same word, and c not rarely becomes h 
[by the way, an interesting foreshadowing of one part of the dis¬ 
covery of the Germanic sound-siiifting], then this may be the 
foundation of analogical conclusions with regard to other less 
evident instances.” If he had followed up this idea by establishing 
similar ‘ sound-laws,’ as we now say, between Siinskrit and other 
languages, ho would have been many years ahead of his time; 
as it is, his oomparisons are those of a dilettante, and ho soraetimee 
falls into the pitfalls of accidental similarities while overlooking 
the real correspondences. He is also led astray by the idea of a 
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particularly oloae rclatiooahip bt'tween iVTsian and German, an 
idea which at that time wa^s widely apread' wo find it in Jt ni^i'h 
and even in Bopp’s hrst book. 

Schlogel is nut afraid of surveying the w) elo world of human 
languages; he divides them into two classes, one comprising 
Sanskrit and its congeners, and the second all other languages. 
In the former he finds organic growth of the roots as shown by 
their capability of inner change or, as he terms it, ‘ flexion,’ while 
in the latter cla.ss everything is elTected by the addition of aflixes 
(prefixes and suflixes). In Gret'k ho admits that it would be 
pns.«iible to believe in the possibility of the grammatical endings 
(bildungssylben) having arisen from I'Kirticies and auxiliary 
words amalgamated into the word itself, but in Sanskrit even 
the last semblance of this poshibility di^ap{M‘a^s, and it becomes 
neoT'ssary to confess that the structure of the language is formed 
in a thoroughly organic way tlirough flexion, i.e. inner changes 
and modifications of the radical sountl, ami not eom]M>.*ie(| merely 
meehanieally by the addition of words and partie.les. ile admits, 
however, that aflixes in some other languages have brought about 
something that roscmbles real th'xion. On the whole hi‘ liiids that 
the movement of grammatical art and pcrh'ction (der gang der 
bla-s grammati.schen kiinst und au.sbildung, p. 60) gtH's in opposite 
direction.H in the two 8|)ocies of languages. In the organic lan¬ 
guages, which reprchcnt the highest state, the bcsiuty and artof their 
structure is apt to be lost thrrtugh indolence; and (•erman as well 
as R^iiimnic and modern Indian languages show' this degeneracy 
when compared with the earlier forms of the same languages. 
In the affix languages, on the other band, wc see that the beginnings 
are completely artless, but the ‘ art ’ in them grows more and more 
piTfect the more the aflixes are fused with the main word. 

As to the question of the ultimate origin of language, Scblegel 
thinks that the diversity of linguistic .structure points to different 
beginnings. While some languages, such as Manchu, are so inter* 
woven with onoraatopceia that imitation of natural sounds must 
have played the greatest r61e in their formation, this is by no 
means the case in other languages, and the pi'rfeetion of the oldest 
organic or flexional langu.iges, such as Sanskrit, shows that they 
cannot be derived from merely animal sounds ; indeed, they form an 
arlditional proof, if any such were needed, that men did not every¬ 
where start from a brutish state, but that the clearest and interiscst 
rea.<«on existed from the very first beginning. On all these points 
Sehlegcrs ideas foreshadow views that arc found in later works; 
and it is probable that his fame as a wrriter outside the philological 
field gave to his lingui.stic speeuli^ions a notoriety which his often 
* It datM beak to Vulooniao. IS97 : ••• atroltboff, IF SA. las. 
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loose and superficial reasonings would not otherwise have acquired 
for them. 

Schlcgel’s bipartition of the languages of the world carries 
in it the germ of a tripartition. On the .lowest stage of his second 
class he places Chinese, in which, as he acknowledges, the particles 
denoting secondary sense modifications consist in monosyllables 
that are completely independent of the actual word. It is clear that 
from Schlegel’s own point of view we cannot here properly speak 
of ‘ affixes,’ and thus Chinese really, though Schlegel himself does 
not say so, falls outside his affix languages and forms a class by 
itself. On the other hand, his arguments for reckoning Semitic 
languages among affix languages are very weak, and he seems 
also somewhat inclined to say that much in their structure re* 
BombloB real flexion. If we introduce these two changes into his 
system, we arrive at the threefold division found in slightly different 
shapes in most subsequent works on general linguistics, the first 
to give it being perhaps Schlegel’s brother, A. W. Schlegel, who 
speaks of (1) los langucs sans aucune structure grammaticale— 
under which misleading term he understands Chinese with its 
unchangeable monosyllabic words; (2) les longues qui emploient 
des affixes; (3) les longues k inflexions. 

Like Wb brother, A. W. Schlegel places the flcxional languages 
highest and thinks them alone ' organic.’ On the other hand, he 
subdivides floxional languages into two classes, synthetic and 
analytic, the latter using personal pronouns and auxiliaries in 
the conjugation of verbs, prepositions to supply the want of 
cases, and adverbs to express the degrees of comparison. While 
the origin of the synthetic languages loses itself in the darkness 
of ages, the analytic languages have been created in modern tiroes; 
all those that we know are due to the decomposition of synthetic 
languages. These remarks on the division of languages are found 
in the Introduction to the book Obaervaiions aur la langue et 
la littirature provengale (1818) and are thus primarily meant to 
account for the contrast between synthetic Latin and analytio 
Romanic. 


n.—§ 8. Rasmus Rask. 

We now oome to the three greatest names among the initiators 
of linguistic science in the beginning of the nineteenth century. 
If wo give them in their alphabetical order, Bopp, Orimm and 
Rosk, we also give them in the order of merit in which moat sub* 
sequent historians have placed them. The works that constitute 
their first claims to the title of founder of the new science came 
in close succession, Bopp’s ConjugaHon$ayaiem in 1816, Rask’s 
Undtr^galtt in 1818, and the first volume of Grimm’s Orammtatik in 
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1819. While Bopp is entirely indept^ndent of the two others, we 
shall see that Grimm was deeply induenced h\ Rask, and as the 
latter’s contributions to our science began some years before hia 
chief work just mentioned (abich had also been hiiished in manu* 
script in 1814, thus two years before Bopp'a ConjugationssysUm), 
the best order in which to deal with the three men will perhaps 
be to take Rask first, then to mention Grimm, who in some ways 
was his pupil, and finally to treat of Bopp: in this way we shall 
also be enabled to see Bopp in close relation with the subsequent 
development of Comparative Grammar, on which he, and not 
Rask, exerted the strongest influence. 

Born in a peasant’s hut in the heart of Denmark in 1787, linhnius 
Rask was a grammarian from his boyhood. When a copy of the 
Heimskringla was given him as a sciuM>l prire, he at once, without 
any gramnmr or dictionary, set about establishing paraclignis, and 
so, before he left school, acquirt'd profich-ncy in Icelandic, as well 
as in many other languages. At the University of Co{H‘nhagen 
he continued in the same course, comitontly wifhne4] his linguistic 
horizon and penetrated into the grammatical structure of the 
most diverse hinguagt-s. Icelandic (Old Norse), however, remained 
his favourite study, and it filled lum with enthusiasm and national 
pride that “ our ancestors had such an excellent language,” the 
excellency Is'ing m<*n.sured chiefly by the full flexional system which 
Icelandic shared with the classical tongues, partly also by the 
pure, unmixed state of the Icelandic vocabulary. His first b<K»k 
(1811) was an Icelandic grammar, an admirable production when 
we consider the meagre work done previously in this field. With 
great lucklity he reduces the intricate forms of the language into 
a consistent system, and his penetrating insight into the essence 
of language is seen when he explains the vowel changes, which we 
now comprise under the name of mutation or umlaut, as due to 
the approximation of the vowel of the stem to that of the emling, 
at that time a totally new point of view. This we gather from 
Grimm's review, in which Rask’s explanation is said to be ” more 
astute than true ” (“ mchr scharfsinnig ala wahr ,”Kleinere schrifUn, 
7. .'»18). Rask even secs the rcasrm of the change in the plural 
bloB os against the singular 6/aC in the former having once ended 
in -u, which has since disappeared. Tliis is, so far os I know, the 
first inference ever drawn to a prehistoric statt^ of language. 

In 1814, during a prolonged stay in Iceland, Rask sent down 
^ ^P®*thagcn his most important work, the prize essay on the 
origin of the Old Norse language iUruleraggfhe om del gomle 
fiofdiele etter Mandeke eproge opriudeiee) which for various 
reasons was not printed till 1818. If it had been publisherJ when 
finished, and es peci ally if it had been orinted in a language 
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better known than Danish, Bask might well have been styled the 
founder of the modern science of language, for his work contains 
the best exposition of the true method of lingiiistio research 
written in the first half of the nineteenth century and applies 
this method to the solution of a long scries of important questions. 
Only one part of it was ever translated into another language, 
and this was unfortunately buried in an appendix to Vater’s 
Vergleichungatafdn, 1822. Yet Rask’s work even now repa^ 
careful perusal, and 1 shall therefore give a brief r^sum^ of its 
principal contents. 

Language according to Bask is our principal means of finding 
out anything about the history of nations before the existence of 
written documents, for though everything may change in religion, 
oustoms, laws and institutions, language generally remains, if not 
unchanged, yet recognizable even after thousands of years. But 
in order to find out anything about the relationship of a language 
we must proceed methodically and examine its whole structure 
instead of comparing mere details ; what is here of prime importance 
is the grammatical system, because words are very often taken 
over from one language to another, but very rarely grammatical 
forms. The capital error in most of what has been written on 
this subject is that this important point has been overlooked. 
That language which has the most complicated grammar is nearest 
to the source ; however mixed a language may be, it belongs to 
the same family as another if it has the most essential, most 
material and indispensable words in common with it; pronouns 
and numerals are in this respect most decisive. If in such words 
there are so many points of agreement between two languages that 
it is possible to frame rules for the transitions of letters (in other 
passages Bask more correctly says sounds) from the one language 
to the other, there is a fundamental kinship between the two 
languages, more particularly if there are corresponding similarities 
in their structure and constitution. This is a most important 
thesis, and Bosk supplements it by saying that transitions of 
sounds are naturally dependent on their organ and manner of 
production. 

Next Bask proceeds to apply these principles to his task of 
finding out the origin of the Old Icelandic language. He describes 
its position in the * Gothic ’ (Gothonio, Germanic) group and 
then looks round to find congeners elsewhere. He rapidly discards 
Greenlandio and Basque os being too remote in grammar and 
vocabulary; with regard to Keltic languages he hesitates, but 
finally decides in favour of denying relationship. (Ho was soon 
to sec his error in this; see below.) Next he deals at some length 
with Finnic and Lapp, and comes to the conclusion that the simi- 
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Uritim are due to loans rather than to original kinship. Bat when 
he comes to the Slavonic languages his uttcranet's have a different 
ring, for he is here aMc to tli.<4 lo.s« so many similarities in fuiida* 
mentals that ho ranges tht-M' languages within the same great 
family as Icelandic. The same is true with regard to Lithuanian 
and Lettic, which are hero for the first time correctly placed as 
an indept'ntleiii sub-family, though clost'ly akin to Slavonic. Tlio 
comparisons with Latin, and especially with Grtn-k, are even more 
detailed ; and Kask in those chapters really prt4sents us with a sue* 
cinct, but on the whole marvellously correct, comparative grammar 
of Gothonic, Slavonic, Lithuanian, I.atin andGre<‘k, besides examin* 
ing numerous lexical corres]x>iulences. He docs not yet know any 
of the relut4d Asiatic languages, but throws out the hint that 
Persian and Indian may be the remote source of Icelandic through 
Greek. Gri« k he considers t4» the ‘ source ’ or ‘ root ’ of the 
Gothonic langiinges, though he expri-.*ises himst'lf with a degree of 
uncertainty which forestalls the corrc'et notion that those langtiages 
have all of them sprung from the same extinct and unknown 
language. This view is very clearly i xpressed in a letter he wrote 
from St. Petersburg in the same y«'ar in which his Unders/yrUe 
was published ; he here says : “ I divide our family of languages 
in this way; the Indian (Dekariic, Uiiidostanic), Iranic (Persian, 
Armenian, Ossetic). Thracian (Greek and Litin), Burmutinn 
(I^'ltic and Slavonic), Gothic (Germanic and Skandinavinn) 
and Keltic (liriiannic and Giudic) tribes ” (SA 2. 281, dated 
June 11, 1818). 

This is the fullest and clearest account of the relationships 
of our family of languages found for many years, and Unsk showed 
true genius in the way in which ho saw what language.s Ixdongcd 
tog»‘thcr and how they were related. About the same time he gave 
a ela.scjfiration of the Kiuno-Ugrian family of languages which is 
prorioiineed by such livirig authorities on these languages as Vilhelm 
Thomsen and Emil Set alii to l>o Bup< iior to mo.it later attempts. 
When travelling in India he recognized the. true fx^sition of Zend, 
about which previous scholars had held the most erroneous views, 
and bis survey of the languages of India and Persia was thought 
valuable enough in 18G3 to be printed from his manuscript, forty 
years after it wae written. He was also the first to see that the 
Dra vidian (by him called Mala baric) language's were totally different 
from Sanskrit. In his short essay on Zend (1826) he also inci¬ 
dentally gave the correct value of two letUrs in the first cunei¬ 
form wrriting, and thus made an important contribution towards 
the final deciphering of these inscriptions. 

His long tour (1816-23) through Sweden, Finland, Russia, 
the Caucaaus, Persia and India was spent in the nio.'tt intense study 
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of a great varietj of languages, but unfortunately brought on the 
illness and disappointments which, together with economic anxieties, 
marred the rest of his short life. 

When Rosk died in 1832 he had written a great number of 
grammars of single languages, all of them remarkable for their 
aoouraoy in details and clear systematic treatment, more parti¬ 
cularly of morphology, and some of them breaking new ground; 
besides his Icelandic grammar already mentioned, his Anglo-Saxon, 
Frisian and Lapp grammara should be specially named. Historical 
grammar in the strict sense is perhaps not his forte, though in a 
remarkable essay of the year 1816 he explains historically a great 
many features of Danish grammar, and in his Spanish and Italian 
grammars he in some respects forestalls Diez’s historical explana¬ 
tions. But in some points he stuck to erroneous views, a notable 
instance being his system of old Gothonic * long vowels,’ which 
was reared on the assumption that modern Icelandic pronunciation 
reflects the pronunciation of primitive times, while it is really a 
recent development, as Grimm saw from a comparison of all the 
old languages. With regard to consonants, however, Rask was 
the clearer-sighted of the two, and throughout he had this immense 
advantage over most of the comparative linguists of his age, that 
he had studicKl a great many languages at first hand with native 
speakers, while the others knew languages chiefly or exclusively 
through the medium of books and manuscripts. In no work of 
that period, or even of a much later time, are found so many first¬ 
hand observations of living speech as in Rask’s Retskriimingslcere. 
Handicapped though he was in many ways, by poverty and illness 
and by the fact that he wrote in a language so little known as 
Danish, Rasmus Ra.sk, through his wide outlook, his critical 
sagacity and aversion to all fanciful theorizing, stands out as 
one of the foremost leaders of linguistic science.^ 


n. —§4. Jacob Grimm. 

Jacob Grimm’s career was totally different from Rask’s. Bom 
in 1786 as the son of a lawyer, he himself studied law and came 
under the influence of Savigny, whose view of legal institutions as 
the outcome of gradual development in intimate connexion with 
popular tradition and the whole intellectual and moral life of the 

* I have given a life of Raak and an appraisement of hia work in the 
■mall volume Raamtu Rask (Copenhagen, Gyldcndal, 1918). Soe also Vilh. 
Thomsen. Samleds afhandlinger, 1. 47 B. and 125 B. A good and ftill 
aooount of Rask’s work is found in Raumer, Oeseh .; cf. also Paul, Or. 
Recent short appreciations of his genius may be read in Trombetti. 
Com si Ja Us crttica, 1907, p. 41, Meillet, LI, p. 418, Hirt, Idg. pp. 74 



JACOB GRIMM 


41 


M] 

people appealed stron^y to the young man'e imagination. But 
he was drawn even more to that study of old German popular 
poetry which then began to be the fashion, thanks to Tleek and 
other Romanticists; and when he was in Paris to assist Savigny 
with his historico-legal research, the old German manuscripts in 
the Biblioth^iie nationale nourished his enthusiasm for the 
poetical treasures of the Middle Ages. He became a librarian 
and brought out bis first book, Veber den aUdeuteehen meistergeMtig 
(1811). At the same lime, with his brother Wilhelm as constant 
companion and fellow-w'orker, he began collecting popular tradi¬ 
tions, of which he publisluxl a first instalment in his famous Kinder- 
und hauemdrehen (1812 ff.), a work whoso learned notes and com¬ 
parisons may be said to have laid the foundation of the science of 
^dklore. Language at first had only a subonlinate interost to 
him, and when he trietl his hand at etymology, he indulgcnl in the 
wililcst guesses, according to the method (or want of metho<l) of 
previous centuries. A. W. Schlegcl’s criticism of his early attempts 
in this field, anci still more Husk’s examjtle, opened Grimm's eyes 
to the necessity of a stricter metluHl, and ho soon threw himself 
with great energy into a painstaking and exact study of the oldest 
stages of the German language and its congeners. In his review 
(1812) of Rask's Icelandic grammar he writes : ** Each individuality, 
even in the world of languages, should be respected as sacred ; 
it is desirable that even the smallest and most despisi'd dialect 
should be left only to itself and to its own nature and in nowise 
subjected to violence, because it is sure to have some setsrot advan¬ 
tages over the greatest and most highly valued language.” Here 
we meet with that valuation of the hitherto overlooked popular 
dialects which sprang from the Romanticists’ interest in the 
‘ people ’ and everything it had produced. Much valuable 
linguistic work was directly inspired by this feeling and by con¬ 
scious opposition to the old philology, that occupied itself exclu¬ 
sively with the two classical languages and the upper-class 
literature embodied in them. As Scherer expresses it {Jacob 
O'rnnm, 2te ausg., Berlin, 1885, p. 162): “The brothers Grimm 
applied to the old national literature and to popular traditions 
the old philological virtue of exactitude, which had up to then 
been bestowed solely on Greek and Roman classics and on the Bible. 
They extended the field of strict philology, as they extended the 
field of recognized poetry. They discarded the aristocratic narrow¬ 
mindedness with which philolo^sts looked down on unwritten 
tradition, on popular ballads, legends, fairy tales, superstition, 
nursery rimes. ... In the hands of the two Grimms philology 
became national and popular ; and at the same time a pattern was 
oreated for the scientific study of all the peoples of the earth and 
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for a comparative investij'ation of the entire mental life of 
mankind, of which written literature is nothing but a small 
epitome.” 

But though Grimm thus broke loose from the trivlitions of 
classical philology, he still carried with him one relic of it, namely 
the standard by which the merits of different languages were 
measured. “ In reading carefully the old Gothonic (altdeutschen) 
sources, I was every day discovering forms and perfections which 
we generally envy the Greeks and Romans when we consider the 
present condition of our language.”. . . ** Six hundred years ago 
every rustic knew, that is to say practised daily, perfections and 
niceties in the G(;rmnn language of which the best grammarians 
nowadays do not oven dream; in the poetry of Wolfram von 
Esehonbach and of Hartmann von Aue, who had never heard of 
declension and conjugation, nay who perhaps did not even know 
how to read and write, many differences in the flexion and use of 
nouns and verbs are still nieclj' and unerringly observed, which 
we have gradually to rediscover in learned guise, but dare not 
reintro<luce, for language ever follows its inalterable course.” 

Grimm then sets about writing bis great historical and com 
parative Deutsche Oramvmtik, taking the term * deutsch' in 
its widest and hardly justifiable sense of what is now ordinarily 
called Germanic and which is in this work called Gothonic. The 
first volume ap]>eared in 1S19, and in the preface we see that he 
was quite clear that he was breaking new ground and introducing 
a new method of looking at grammar. He speaks of previous 
Gorman grammars and says e.\])ressly that he does not want his 
to be ranged with them. He charges them with unspeakable 
pedantry ; they wanted to dogmatize magisterially, while to Grimm 
language, like everything natural and moral, is an unconscious 
and unnoticed secret wliich is implanted in us in youth. Every 
German therefore who speaks his language naturally, i.e. untaught, 
may call himself his own living grammar and leave all school¬ 
masters’ rules alone. Grimm accordingly has no wish to prescribe 
anytliing, but to observe what has grown naturally, and very 
appropriately he dedicates his work to Sa\igny, who has taught 
him how institutions grow in the life of a nation In the new 
preface to the second edition there are also some noteworthy 
indications of the changed attitude. ” I am hostile to general 
logical notions in grammar; they conduce apparently to strict¬ 
ness and solidity of definition, but hamper observation, which I 
take to be the soul of linguistic science. ... As my starting-point 
was to trace the never-resting (unstillstehende) element of our 
language which changes with time and place, it became necessary 
for me to admit one dialect after the other, and I could not even 
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forbear to glanoe at those foreign languages that are ultimately 
related with ours." 

Here we have the first clear progrnmnie of that historical 
school which has since then been the dominating one in linguistics. 
But as language according to this now point of view was eoiistantly 
changing and developing, so also, during tliese years, were Grimm’s 
own ideas. And the man who then ezercisetl the greatest innucnco 
on him was Rasmus Knsk. When Grimm wrote the first eiiition 
of his (iramm'Uik (1819), he knew nothing of Rosk but the Icelnndio 
grammar, but just before finishing his own volume liask's prize 
essay reached him, and in the preface h<« at once speaks of it in 
the highest terms of praise, as lie does also in several letters of 
this period ; he is equally enthusiastic about Rask’s .Anglo-Saxon 
grammar and the Swetlish edition of his Icelandic grammar, neither 
of which reached him till after his own first volume ha<l been printc<| 
of?. The consequence was that instead of going on to tlw' second 
volume, Grimm entirely recast the first volume and brought it 
out in a new shape in 1822. The chief innovation was the phono* 
logy or, as he calls it, " Erstes buch. V’’on ilcn buohstaben," which 
was entirely ab-sent in 1819, but now ran to 505 |tages 


n.—§ 5. The Sound Shift 

This first book in the 18i.’2 volume contains miidi, perhaps 
most, of what constitiitcs Grimm’s fame as a grammarian, notably 
his exposition of the ‘ soutkI shift ’ (lautversehiehung), which it 
has been customary in England since Max Midler to term ‘ drimni’H 
Law.’ If any one man is to give his name to this law, a better name 
would be * Rask’s I^aw,’ for all those triire-itions, I^at. Gr. p - ■/, 
t—Y (Ih), k — k, etc., are enumerate*! in Kask’a U 
p. 168, which Grimm knew before he wrote a single word about 
the sound shift. 

Now, it is interesting to compare the two scholars’ treatment 
of these transitions. The sober-mintled, matter-of-fact Rask 
contents himself with a bare statement of the facts, with just enough 
well-chosen examples to cstAbli.sh the corresjMinflence; the way 
in which he arranges the sounds shows that he saw their paratlr-llHm 
clearly enough, though he did not attempt to bring everything 
under one single formula, any mere than he tried to explain why 
these sounds had changed.’ Grimm rnultipliee the examples and 

* Only in one su>.H)rdinat« point did Itaak mslce a mistake (6 b), «liicli 

Is all the more venial as th'-re are extremely few exumphs of this sound. 
Bredsdorfl lAanaffeme, 1821, p. 21) evidently had the law from Kssk, and 
givea it in Ibe oomprehenaiva formida which I’aul (Or. 1. 80) missee in Haak 
and givea as Qrunm'a meritorious improvement on Itask. ** The Uennanie 
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then systematizes the whole process in one formula so as to comprise 
also the ' second shift * found in High German alone—a shift 
well known to Bask, though treated by him in a different place 
(p. 68 f.). Grimm’s formula looks thus: 


Greek p b f 

Gothic f p b 

High G. b(v)f p 


t d th 

th t d 

d a t 


k g ch 

h k g 

g ch k, 


which may be expressed generally thus, that tenuis (T) becomes 
aspirate (A) and then media (M), etc., or, tabulated: 


Greek T M A 

Gothic ATM 
High G. M A T. 


For this Grimm would of course have deserved great credit, 
because a comprehensive formula is more scientific than a rough 
statement of facts— if the formula had been correct; but unfortu* 
nately it is not so. In the first place, it breaks down in the very 
first instance, for there is no media in High German corresponding 
to Gr. p and Gothic / (of. poUa, fotua, fuaa, etc.); secondly. High 
German has h just as Gothic has, corresponding to Greek k (cf. 
kardia, hairto, htrz, etc.), and where it has g, Gothic has also g in 
accordance with rules unknown to Grimm and not explained till 
long afterwards (by Vemer). But the worst thing is that the 
whole specious generalization produces the impression of regularity 
and uniformity only through the highly unscientific use of the 
word * aspirate,’ which is made to cover such phonetically disparate 
things as (1) combination of stop with following h, (2) combination 
of stop with following fricative, p/, ta written *, (3) voiceless fricative, 
/, a in Q. daa, (4) voiced fricative, v, C written th, and (6) h. Grimm 
rejoiced in his formula, giving as it does three chronological stages 
in each of the three subclivisions (tenuis, media, aspirate) of each of 
the three olassea of consonants (labial, dental,* guttural ’). This 
evidently took hold of his fancy through the mystio power of the 
number three, which he elsewhere (Gesch 1. 191, of. 241) finds 
pervading language generally : three original vowels, a, $, ii, three 
genders, three numbers (singular, dual, plural), three persons, three 
* voicM ’ (genera : active, middle, passive), three tenses (present, 
preterit, future), three declensions through a, *, u. As there is 
here an element of mysticism, so is there also in Grimm’s high flown 

family has most often aspirates where Greek has tenues, tenues where it 
has inedin, rad again raodite whore it has aspirates, o.g. Jod, Gr. pout ; horn. 
Or. k*nu ; prtr, Gr. irefs j padde, Gr. hatrakhoai kont, Gr. autU ; l», Gr. rfffrg- 
6®rsr, Gr. pherO : gaidt, Gr. khob ; d#r, Gr. lAura.” To the word ' horn * was 
appended a foot-note to the effect that A without doubt here originally was 
the German cA-sound. This was one year before Grimm stated his law I 
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pxplanation of the wlu'Io process from pretended popular psy¬ 
chology, which is full of the cloudiest romanticism. “ When 
once the language had made t he first step and had rid itself of 
the organic basis of its sounds, it was hardly possible for it to 
escape the second stop and not to arrive at the third stage,* 
through which this development was pcrfectetl. . . . Itis imiMtssible 
not to admire the instinct by which the linguistic spirit (sprachgeist) 
carried this out to the end. A great many sounds got out of joint, 
but they always knew how to arrange themselves in a diiTcrent 
place and to ^d the new application of the old law. I am not 
saying that the shift happened without any *lotriraont, nay from 
one point of view the sound shift appears to me as a barbarous 
aberration, from which other more quiet nations abstaine<l, but 
which is connected with the violent progress ami craving for freetlora 
which was found in Germany in the beginning of the Middle Ages 
and which initiated the transformation of Euroiie. The Germans 
pressed forward even in the matter of the innermost sounds 
of thoir language,” etc., with remarks on intellectual progress 
and on victorious and ruling races. Grimm further says that 
“die dritte stufe des vcrschobnen lauts den kreislauf abschlieaso 
und noch ihr ein ncuer ansatz zur abweichung wieder von vom 
anheben milsse. Doch eben wcil der sprachgeist soinen lauf 
vollhracht hat, scheint er nicht wie<ler neu beginnen zu wollen ” 
(GDS 1.292 f., 299). It would bo difficult to attach any clear ideas 
to these words. 

Grimm’s idea of a ‘ kreislauf ’ is caused by the notion that the 
two shifts, separated by several centuries, represent one continued 
movement, while the High German shift of the eighth century has 
really no more to do with the primitive Gothonic shift, which took 
place probably some time before Chri.st, than has, for instance, 
the Danish shift in words like griie, bide, bnge, from grip/r, biUe, 
bakat (about 1400), or the still more recent transition in Danish 
through which stressed t in tid, tyve, etc., sounds nearly like (ts), as 
in HG. zeit. There cannot possibly bo any causal nexus l>ctwoen 
such transitions, separated chronologically by long periods, with 
just as little change in the pronunciation of these consiinants os 
there has been in English.* 

' '1h>* murldling of th« negatives is Orimm’s, not the translator's. 

• 1 am therefore surprised to find that in a recent article {Am. Joum, 
oj Philot. 39. 415, 1918) CoUita praises Grimm's view in preference to Basic's 
because he saw " an inherent connexion between the yariuiis proc es s e s of 
the aliifting," which were “ subdivisions of one great law in which the formula 
T: A : M may be used to illustrate the shifting (in a single language) of thres 
dUflerent groups of consonants and the result of a double or threefold shifting 
(in three different languagee) of a single group of oonsonants. This great 
law was unlmown to Rs^” CoUila rsoognises that " Orimm's law wiO 
held good only If we aeoept the term * aspired' in the broad sen s e in vhloh 
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Grimm was anything but a phonetician, and sometimes says 
things which nowadays cannot but produce a smile, as when he 
says (Gr 1.3) “in our word aehrifl, for instance, we express eight 
sounds through seven signs, for / stands for ph “ ; thus he earnestly 
believes that ech contains three sounds, s and the * aspirate ' 
ch=e-{-h ! Yet through the irony of fate it was on the history of 
sounds that Grimm exercised the strongest influence. As in other 
parts of his grammar, so also in the “ theory of letters *’ he gave 
fuller word lists than people had boon accustomed to, and this 
opened the eyes of scholars to tho great regularity reigning in this 
department of linguistic dovelopm mt. Though in his own et 3 rmo- 
logical practice ho was far from tho strict idea of * phonetic law ’ 
that played such a prominent rdle in later times, he thus paved the 
way for it. He speaks of law at any rate in connexion with the 
consonant shift, and there recognizes that it serves to curb wild 
etymologies and becomes a test for them (Gosch 291). The con* 
sonant shift thus became the law in linguistics, and because it 
affected a great many words known to everybody, and in a new 
and surprising way associated well-known Latin or Greek words 
with words of one’s own mother-tongue, it became popularly the 
keystone of a new wonderful science. 

Grimm coined several of tho terms now generally used in lin¬ 
guistics ; thus umlaut and ai)laut, ‘ strong ’ and * weak * declensions 
and conjugations. As to tho first, we have seen that it was Rask 
who first understood and who taught Grimm the cause of t.hia 
phenomenon, which in English has often been designated by 
tho German term, while Sweet calls it ‘ mutation ’ and others better 
‘infection.’ With regard to ‘ablaut’ (Sweet: gradation, best 
perhaps in English apophony), Rask U rmed it ‘omlyd,’ a word 
which he never applied to Grimm’s ‘ umlaut,’ thus keeping the two 
kinds of vowel change as strictly apart as Grimm does. Apophony 
was lir.st discovered in that class of verbs which Grimm called 
* strong ’; ho was fascinated by the commutation of the vowels 
in springe, sprang, ge..iprungen, and sees in it, as in bimbambum, 
something mystic and admirable, characteristic of the old German 
spirit. Ho was thus blind to the correspondences found in other 
languages, and his theory led him astray in the second volume, in 
which ho constructed imaginary verbal roots to explain apophony 
wherever it was found outside the verbs. 

it is ompioyod by J. Orimm "—but ‘ broad * here means * wrong * ot 
‘ uiisciontiflc.' There is no krei.<laitf in tho case of initial k h; only in 
a few of the nine series do we find three distinct stages (as in (res, three, drei) ; 
hore we have in Danish three stogos, of which the tliird is a reversal to the 
first ((re); in E. mo(Aer wo have five stages : I, p, t5, d. (OE. morfor) and again 
6. Is there an “inherent oonnozion between the various prooessee of tbis 
shifting " too f 
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Though Grimm, aa we have seen, was by hia prinriplea and 
whole tendency averse to prescribing laws for a iangnnge, ho is 
sometimoa carried away by hia love for iiiodiffiviil German, aa 
when ho gives aa the correct nominative form der bixjr, though 
everybody for oenturiea had said dtr bogen. In the same way 
many of his followers would apply the historical method to questions 
of correctness of speech, and would discard the forms evolved in 
later times in favour of previously existing forms which were looKcil 
upon as more * organic.' 

It will not be necessary beic to N|)eak of the imposing work 
done by Grimm in the rest of hia long life, chiefly spent as a prufesxor 
in Berlin. But in contrast to the ordinary vi<-w 1 must say that 
what appears to me as most likely to endure is his woik on syntax, 
contained in the fourth volume of his grammar and in mnnugrii|)hs. 
Hero bis enormous learning, hia close power of observation, and 
his historical method stand him in good stead, and thcTe is much 
good sense and freedom from that kind of met.'i|)hysical systtunniisin 
which was triumphant in contemporanciMis work on clos'-ic ,kl sviitax. 
His services in this field are the more interesting l)eeause lie did 
not himself seem to set much store by these studies and even 
said that syntax was half outside the scoix* of grammar. Thi.s 
utterance belongs to a later period than that of tiu' birth of historical 
and comparative linguistics, and we shall have to r(‘v«Tt to it after 
sketching the work of the third great founder of this science, to 
whom we shall now turn. 

n.— §6. Franz Bopp. 

The third, by some accounted the grente.st, among t he founders of 
morlern linguistic science was Franx Ibqip. Ilis li^ was unevent¬ 
ful. At the ageof twenty-one (ho wa.H born in 1791) he went to Paris 
to study Oriental languages, and soon eoncentruted his attention 
on Sanskrit. His first book, from which it is customary in Germany 
to date the birth of Comparative Piiilology, appeared in 1810, while 
he wa.s still in Paris, under the title Ueber dea conjvgcUion.'^iiysirm der 
eanataiUtpraehe in vergleichungmitjenem dergriexhischen,latfinUchen, 
peraiaelten und germani/tchen eprache, but the latt<T part of the small 
volume was taken up with trarmiations from Sanskrit, and for a 
long time he w.as just as much a Sanskrit seholar, editing and 
trandating Sanskrit texts, aa a comparative grammarian. He 
showk-d hira.sclf in the latter character in several palters read b<-forc 
the Berlin Academy, after he had been made a professor there in 
1822. and especially in hia famoua Vergleichrnde. grammaiik des 
Bj/ukrit, aend, arnteniarhen, grifxhUchen, lateitUschen, litaviarhen, 
fdlala I iscAea, gotiachen und detUachen, the first edition of which was 
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published between 1833 and 1849, the second in 1857, and the 
third in 1868. Bopp died in 1867. 

Of Bopp’s ConjugcUionaaystem a revised, rearranged and greatly 
improved English translation came out in 1820 under the title 
Analytical Comparison of the Sanskrit, Greek, Latin and Teutonic 
Languages. This was reprinted with a good introduction by 
F. Techmer in his Internationale zeitschrift fUr aJlgem. sprachtoissen- 
sehaft IV (1888), and in the following remarks I shall quote this 
(abbreviated AC) instead of, or alongside of, the German original 
(abbreviated C). 

Bopp's chief aim (and in this he was characteristically different 
from Rask) was to find out the ultimate origin of grammatical 
forms. He follows his quest by the aid of Sanskrit forms, though 
he does not consider these as the ultimate forms themselves: “ I 
do not believe that the Greek, Latin, and other European languages 
are to bo considered as derived from the Sanskrit in the state in 
which wo find it in Indian books ; 1 feel rather inclined to consider 
them altogether as subsequent variations of one original tongue, 
which, however, the Sanskrit has preserved more perfect than its 
kindred dialects. But whilst therefore the language of the Brah¬ 
mans more frequently enables us to conjecture the primitive form 
of the Greek and Latin languages than what we discover in the 
oldest authors and monuments, the latter on their side also may 
not unfrequently elucidate the Sanskrit grammar ” (AC 3). Herein 
subsequent research has certainly borne out Bopp’s view. 

After finding out by a comparison of the grammatical forms 
of Sanskrit, Greek, etc., which of these forms were identical and 
what were their oldest shapes, he tries to investigate the ultimate 
origin of these forms. This he takes to be a comparatively easy 
consequence of the first task, but he was here too much under the 
infiuence of the philosophical grammar then in vogue. Gottfried 
Hermann (De emendanda reUione Graces graminaticce, 1801), 
on purely logical groimds, distinguishes three things as necessary 
elements of each sentence, the subject, the predicate, and the copula 
joining the first two elements together; as the power of the verb 
is to attribute the predicate to the subject, there is really only one 
verb, namely the verb to be. Bopp’s teacher in Paris, Silvcstre 
de Saoy, says the same thing, and Bopp repeats : “ A verb, in the 
most restricted meaning of the term, is that part of speech by 
which a subject is connected with its attribute. According to 
this definition it would appear that there can exist only one verb, 
namely, the substantive verb, in Latin esse; in English, to be. , 
Languages of a structure similar to that of the Greek, Latin etc., 
can express by one verb of this kind a whole logical proposition, in 
which, however, that part of speech which expresses the connexion 
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of the subject with its attribute, which is the charncteristic function 
of the verb, is generally entirely omitted or understood. The I.rf»tin 
verb dat expresses the proposition * he gives,’ or * he is giving ’: 
the letter f, indicating the third person, is the subject, da expresses 
the attribute of giving, and the grammatical copula is understood. 
In the verb potest, the latter is expressed, and potest unile.s in itself 
the three essential parts of speech, t being the subject, es the copula, 
and pot the attribute.” 

Starting from this logical conception of grammar, Bopp is 
inclined to find everywhere the ’substantive verb’ to be in its 
two Sanskrit forms as and bhu as an integral part of verbal forms. 
He is not the first to think that terminations, which are now in* 
separable parts of a verb, were originally indeiH iubmt words; thus 
Horne Tooke (in Epca pteroenia, 1780, ii. 429) expressly sa^'s that 
” .-Ml those common terminations in any languagit . . . ore them¬ 
selves separate words with distinct meanings," and explains, for 
in.stance, Latin ibo from i, ‘go’ -f 6, ‘will,’ from (Ireek bout- 
(omai) -f- o ‘ /,’ from ego. Bopp’s explanation.s are similar to this, 
though they do not imply such violent shortenings as that of boul- 
(omai) to 6. He find.s the root Sanskrit as, ‘ to be,’ in I.rfitin is-rfects 
like srrip-s-i, in Greek aorists like e-tup-s-a and in futures like tup s o. 
That the same addition thus indicates difltTeiit buises does not 
trouble Bopp greatly ; he explains I^at. fuerarn from fu -|- m -f- am, 
etc., and says that the root fu “ contains, projxsrly, nothing to indi¬ 
cate post time, but the usage of languag(> having supplied the want 
of an adequate inflexion, fui received the 8«*nsc of a [M-rfeet, and 
fu cram, which would bo nothing more than an inijn-rfect, that 
of a plujx?rfect, and after the same manner fu-cro signifies ‘ I .shall 
have been,’ instead of ‘ I shall l>c ’ ” (AC fi7). All Litin vc'rbnl 
endings containing r are thus explained as being uitimat<‘ly formed 
with the substantive verb {ama-rem, etc.); thus among others the 
infinitives fac-ere, ed-ere, as well as esse, posse : “ K is prop«;rIy. in 
Latin, the termination of a simple infinitive active'; and the root 
Es produced anciently ess, by adding e ; the s having afterwards 
been doubled, we have esse. This termination e answers to the 
Greek infinitive in ai, cinai . . .” (AC 68). 

If Bopp found a master-key to many of the verbal endings 
in the Sanskrit root es, he found a key to many others in the other 
root of the verb ‘ to he,’ Sanskrit bhu. He finds it in the I.atin 
•m^rfect da-bam, as well as in the future da-bo, the relation betwi en 
which is the same as that between er-am and er-o. “ Bo, bis, hit 
has a striking similarity with the Anglo-Saxon beo, bys, byth, the 
future tense of the verb substantive, a similarity which cannot be 
considered as merely accidental.” [Here neither the form nor the 
function of the Anglo-Saxon is stated quite correctly.] But 

4 
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the euding in Latin atna-vi is also referred to the same root; for 
the change of the b into v wc are referred to Italian amava, from 
Lat. arnubam ; thus also fui is for fuvi and potui is for pol-vi : 
** languages manifest a constant effort to combine heterogeneous 
materials in such a manner as to offer to the ear or eye one 
perfect whole, like a vtatue executed by a skilful artist, that 
wears the n])pcar<ince of a figure hewn out of one piece of 
marble ” (AC 60). 

The following may be taken as a fair specimen of the method 
followed in these first attempts to account for the origin of flexional 
forms: “ The Latin passive forms amat-ur, amant-tir, would, in 
some measure, conform to this mode of joining the verb substantive, 
if the r was also the result of a permutation of an original s; and 
this ap[)ears not quite incredible, if we compare the second person 
ama-ris with the third arnat-ur. Either in one or the other there 
must bo a transposition of letters, to which the Latin language 
is particularly addicted. If ama-ris, which might have been 
produced from amu-sis, has [)ro.;urved the original order of letters, 
then ama-tur must be the transposition of ama rut or ama-aut, 
and ama-ntur that of ama-runt or ama-aunt. If this be the case, 
the origin of the Latin passive can be accounted for, and although 
differing from that of the Sanskrit, Greek, and Gothic ianguages, it 
is not produced by the invention of a new grammatical form. 
It becomes clear, also, why many verbs, with a passive form, have 
an active signification ; because there is no reason why the addi¬ 
tion of the verb substantive should neces-^arily produce a passive 
sense. There is another way of explaining ainn-ria, if it really 
stands for atna-aia ; the a may be the radical consonant of the 
reflex pronoun ae. The introduction of thi.s pronoun would be 
particularly adapted to form the mi<lfllo voice, which expresses 
the reflexion of the action upon the actor ; but the Gn ek language 
exemplifies the facility with which the peculiar signilication of 
the middle voice posses into that of the passive.” The reasoning 
in the boginning of this pos.'^age (the only one contained in (j) 
carries us b.ick to a prc-scientific atmosjfiiere, of which there are 
few or no traces in ll.i>k’s writings ; the latter explanation (added 
in AC) was preferred by Bopp himself in later works, and was for 
many years accepted as the correct one, until scholars found a 
passive in r in Keltic, where the transition from s to r is not foimd 
as it is in Latin ; and as the closely oorre.s{)onding forms in Keltic 
and Italic inu.st obviously bo explained in the same way, the hypo¬ 
thesis of a composition with ae was generally aban.loncd. Bopp’s 
partiality for the abstract verb is seen clearly when he explains 
the Icelandic passive in -at from a — ea (C 132); here Rask and 
Grimm saw the correct and obvious explanation. 
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Among the other explanations given first by Bopp must be 
mentioned the Latin second person of the passive voice -rntrat, na 
in ama-miHi, which he takes to be the nominative masculine {iliiral 
of a participle corresponding to (ireek -nn ttos and found in a dilTcrcnt 
form in Lat. aiumnu* (AC 51). This explanation is still widely 
accepted, though not by everybody. 

With regard to the preterit of what (trimm was later to b'cni 
the 'weak* verbs, Bopp vacillates l>otween difTerent explanations. 
In C 118 he thinks the t or d is identical with the ending of the 
participle, in which the case endings were omitted and supplanted 
by personal endings ; the syllable ed after d fin Gothic mk-id-fdam : 
'Greek,' p. Hit. must bt; a misprint for Gothic] is nothing but an 
accidental addition. But on p. 15] he sees in Mnkidt'dun, sokidrdi, 
a connexion of tok with the preterit of the verb Tun, as if the Ger* 
mans w’ere to say guchetaten, suchctdle ; he compares the iCuglish uw' 
of did {did geek), and thinks the verb used is G. tun. Goth, ktujan. 
The theory of compo.si(ion is here rest rioted to thoM* form.^ that 
contain two d'g, i.o. the plural indi(*ative and the subjunctive. In 
the p]n'.di.sh edition this twofold explanation is r(‘f>cat('d aith 
some additions : d or t as in (!<>lhic xok i da and o/i ta originates 
from a participle found in SSan.'^kr. tyak ta, lilh-i-Ut, Lat. •]».«, Gr. 
l6g ; this ."•ulhx gciuTally has a pn,s.«iv<‘ sense, but in neuter verbs 
an active w*nsc. and therefore wmdd naturally serve to form a 
preterit tense with an active signification. He finds a proof of 
the connexum between this preterit and the particijtle in the fact 
that only such verb.s as have this ending in the participle form 
their preterit by nieims of a dental, while the others (the ‘ strong ’ 
verbs, as Grimm afterwards termed them) have a participle in an 
and reduplication or a change of vowel in the pret^-rit; and Ihipp 
compares the Greek nori.st passive rldphth rn. rddth fn. which he 
conceives may proceed from the participle iuphlh tig, doth elg 
(AC 37 ff.). Thi.s suggestion st'cms to have lK*en commonly over¬ 
looked or abandoned, while the other explanation, from dedi as 
in FInglish did geek, which Bopp gives p. 49 for the subjunctive ami 
theindicative plural, wa.s accepted by Grimm as the explanation of all 
the forms, oven of thase containing only one dental; in later works 
Bopp agreed with Grimm and thus gave up the first part of his 
original explanation. The did explanation ha/l been given already 
by D. von Stade (d. 1718, see Collitz, Dag gehnache prdl^ritum, 
p. 1); Rask (P 270, not mentioned by Gollitz) says: “ Whence 
this dor t has come is not ea.sy to tell, as it is not found in I.»atin and 
Greek, but as it is evident from the Icelandic grammar that it is 
closely connected with the past participle and is also found in 
the preterit subjunctive, it seem.H clear that it must have bwn an 
old oharactcrlstio of the past tense in every mood, but was lost 
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in Greek when the above-mentioned participles in ioa disappeared 
from the verbs ” (cf. Ch. XIX § 12). 

With regard to the vowels, Bopp in AC has the interesting 
theory that it is only through a defect in the alphabet that Sanskrit 
appears to have a in so many places; he believes that the spoken 
language had often “ the short Italian e and o,” where a was 
written. “ If this was the cose, we can give a reason why, in words 
common to the Sanskrit and Greek, the Indian akara [that is, 
short a] so often corresponds to c and o, as, for instance, €uti, he 
is, iari ; patia, husband, iroats ; ambaraa, sky, ofi^pos, rain, 
etc." Later, unfortunately, Bopp came under the influence of 
Grimm, who, as we saw, on speculative grounds admitted in the 
primitive language only the three vowels a, i, u, and Bopp and 
his followers went on believing that the Sanskrit a represented the 
original state of language, until the discovery of the ‘ palatal law ’ 
(about 1880) showed (what Bopp’s occasional remark might other¬ 
wise easily have led up to, if he had not himself discarded it) that 
the Greek tripartition into a, e, o represented really a more original 
state of things. 


n.— §7. Bopp continned. 

In a chapter on the roots in AC (not found in C), Bopp contrasts 
the structure of Semitic roots and of our own ; in Semitic languages 
roots must consist of three letters, neither more nor less, and thus 
generally contain two syllables, while in Sanskrit, Greek, etc., 
the character of the root “ is not to be determined by the number 
of letters, but by that of the syllables, of which they contain only 
one ’’; thus a root like $, * to go,’ would be unthinkable in Arabic. 
The consequence of this structure of the roots is that the inner 
changes which play such a large part in expressing grammatical 
modifications in Semitic languages must be much more restricted 
in our family of languages. These changes were what F. Schlcgel 
termed flexions and what Bopp himself, two years before (C 7), 
had named the truly organic way ” of oxpres^g relation and 
mentioned as a wonderful flexibility found in an extraordinary 
degree in Sanskrit, by the side of which composition with the 
verb ‘ to bo ’ is found only occasionally. Now, howeveih, in 1820, 
Bopp repudiates Schlegel’s and his own previous assumption that 
* flexion ’ was characteristic of Sanskrit in contradistinction to 
other languages in which grammatical modifleations were expressed 
by the addition of suffixes. On the contrary, while holding that 
both methods are employed in all languages, Chinese perhaps alone 
excepted, ho now thinks that it is the suffix method which is preva¬ 
lent in Sanskrit, and that ** the only real inflexions . . . possible 
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in a language, whoee elements are monosyllables, are Uie change 
of their vowels and the repetition of their radical consonants, 
otherwise called reduplication." It will be seen that Bopp here 
avoids both the onesidedness found in Schlegel's division of 
languages and the other onesidedness which we shall encounter 
in later theories, according to which all grammatical elements are 
originally independent subordinate roots added to the main root. 

In his Vocalismua (1827, reprinted 1836) Bopp opposes Grimm's 
theory that the changes for which Grimm had introduced the term 
ablaut were due to psychological causes; in other words, possessed 
an inner meaning from the very outset. Bopp inclined to a 
mechanical explanation* and thought them dc|K‘ndent on the 
weight of the endings, as shown by the contrast between Sanskr. 
veda, Goth, roil, Gr. oWa and the plural, respectively viditna, vilum, 
idmen. In this instance Bopp is in closer agriH>ni«-iit than Grimm 
with the majority of younger scholars, wlio see in apophony 
(ablaut) an originally non*significant change brought about 
mechanically by phonetic conditions, though they do not find 
these in the * weight ’ of the ending, but in the primeval accent: 
the accentuation of Sanskrit was not known to Bopp when he 
wrote his essay. 

The personal endings of the verbs had already been identified 
with the corresponding pronouns by Scheidius (1790) and liask 
(P 2.')S); Bopp adopts the same view, only rejiroaching Scheidius 
for thinking exclusively of the nominative forms of the pronouns. 

It thus apjK'ars that in his early work Bopp deals with a great 
many general problems, but his treatment is sugr'estive rather than 
exhaustive or decisive, for there are too manv errors in details 
and his whole method is open to serious criticism. A modern 
reader is astonished to see the facility with which violent changes 
of sounds, omissions and transpositions of consonants, etc., are 
grutuitously accepted. Bopp never refleett'd as dtH'jily as Jtask 
did on what con.stitutcs linguistic kinship, hence in C he accepts 
the common belief that Persian was related more closely to German 
than to Sanskrit, and in later life he tried to establish a relationship 
between the Malayo-Polyncsian and the Indo-European languages. 
But in spite of all this it must be recognized that in his long laborious 
life he accomplished an enormous amount of highly meritorious 
work, not only in Hanskrit philology, but also in comparative 
grammar, in which he gradually freed himsedf of his worst methodi¬ 
cal errors. He was constantly widening his range of vision, taking 
intoconsideration more and more cognate languages. The ingenious 
way in which he explained the curious Keltic shiftings in initial 

' Probably undw the influence of Humboldt, who wrote to him (8e^ 
tf mber 1826): Abeicbtlich gromm itiech iai gewuM kein vokalwovboel.*' 
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oonsonanta (which had so puz/.lod Rask as to make him doubt of 
a connexion of these languages with our family, but which Bopp 
showed to be dependent on a lost final sound of the preceding word) 
definitely and irrefutably established the position of those languages. 
Among other things that might be credited to his genius, I shall 
select his explanation of the various declensional classes as deter¬ 
mined by the final sound of the stem. But it is not part of ray 
plan to go into many details; suffice it to say that Bopp’s great 
Vergleirhende grammalik served for long years as the best, or really 
the only, exposition of the new science, and vastly contributed not 
only to elucidate obscure points, but also to make comparative 
grammar as popular as it is possible for such a necessarily 
abstruse science to be. 

In Bopp’s Vcrgleirhende 'irammatik {\. § 108) ho gives his classifi¬ 
cation of languages in gciuTal. He rejects Fr. Schlegel’s bipartition, 
but his growing tendency to explain everything in Aryan grammar, 
oven the inner changes of Sanskrit roots, by mechanical causes 
makes him modify A. W. Schlcgcl's tripartition and place our 
family of languages with the second instead of the third class. 
His three classes are therefore as follows : I. Languages without 
roots proper and without the power of composition, and thus with¬ 
out organism or grammar ; to this class l^elongs Chine.se, in which 
most grammatical relations are only to bo recognized by the posi¬ 
tion of the words. 11. Languages with monosyllabic roots, capable 
of composition and acquiring their organism, their grammar, 
nearly exclusively in thi.s way ; the main principle of word forma¬ 
tion is the connexion of verbal and pronominal roots. To this 
class belong the Indo-European languages, but also all languages 
not comprised under the first or the third class. III. Languages 
with disyllabic roots and three nece.ssary consonants as sole bearers 
of the signification of the word. This class includes only the 
Semitic languages. Grammatical forms arc here created not only 
by means of composition, as in the second class, but also by inner 
modification of the roots. 

It will be seen that Bopp here expressly avoids both expressions 
'agglutination’ and * flexion,’ the former because it had been used 
of languages contrasted with Aryan, while Bopp wanted to show 
the essential identity of the two classes ; the latter because it had 
been invested with much obsem-ity on account of Fr. Schlcgel’s 
use of it to signify inner modification only. According to Schlcgel, 
only such instances as English drink j drank! drunk are pure 
Boxion, while German trink e / Irank / ge-trunk-en, and still more 
Greek Uipo ! e-Upon / leloip-a, besides an element of ‘flexion’ 
contain also affixed elements. It is clear that no language can use 
* flexion ’ (in Schlogors sense) exclusively, and consequently ibis 
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cannot be made a principio on which to erect a damnification of 
languages generally. Schietrd’s use of the term * flexion ’ set'ms 
to have been drop})ed by all siibsi'quont writers, wlio use it so as 
to include what ia actually found in the grammar of such languages 
as Sanskrit and Greek, comprising under it inner and outer modi¬ 
fications, bat of course not requiring both in the same form. 

In view of the later development of our science, it ia worthy 
of notice that neither in the brothers Schlegel nor in Bopp do wc 
yet meet with the idea that the classes set up are not only a dis¬ 
tribution of the languages found side by side in the world at this 
time, but also represent so many stages in historical d»-velopinent; 
indeed, Bopp’s ilefinitions arc fraineil so as positively to exclude 
any development from his Class II to Clas.s III, os the character 
of the underlying roots is quite heten*geneou8. On the other hand, 
Bopp’s tendency to explain Aryan endings from originally inde- 
[M'ndent roots paved the way for the theory of isolation, agglutina¬ 
tion and flexion ns three au<’ces.siv4' stage's nf the sann* language. 

In his first work (C rui) Bopp h.ul nirc.tdy hinted that in the 
earliest perirsl known to us Inngungt's had alr<a»ly outlived their 
m'^it js'rfect state and were in a prt)c*-ss »»f dec;iy ; and in his 
review of Grimm (1K27) he rf|H'afs this: “We perceive them in 
a condition in which they may imleed l)e progn-ssive syntnetieally 
but have, as far as grammar is eoncermd, lost mcjro or Ichb of 
what belonged to the p<-rfect struoturo, in which the separate 
members stand in exact relation to each other and in which uverv- 
thing derived has .still n visible and unimpniied connexion with 
its source ’’ (Voc. 2). Wo shall see kindrt'd i«h*as in llumlmldt 
and Schlrieher. 

To sum up: Bopp set about discovering the ultimate origin 
of flexional elements, hut in.stead of that he discoveretl CV>mpara- 
live Grammar—“ A pen pr^s eoinmo Christopho Colomb n d(5couvert 
I’Amerique en cherehant la route des Imles,’’ as A. Meillet puts 
it (LI 413). A countryman of Rask may be forgiven for pushing 
the French scholar’s brilliant comparison still further: in the 
same way as Norsemen from Iceland had discovered America 
before Columbus, without imagining that they were finding the 
way to India, jtist so Rasmus Kask through his Icelandic studies 
had discovered Ckimparative Grammar before Bopp, witlufut 
needing to take the circuitous route through Sanskrit. 


n.—§8. Vfnihelm tod Humboldt 

This will be the proper place to mention one of the profoundcst 
thinkers in the domain of linguistics, Wilhelm von Humboldt 
(1767-1835), who, while playing an important part in the |)olitioal 
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world, found time to study a great many languages and to 
think deeply on many problems connected with philology and 
ethnography.* 

In numerous works, the most important of which, Veber du 
KauHsprache auf der Insel Jawa, with the famous introduction 
“Ueber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues und 
ihren Einfiuss auf die geistige Entwickeiung des Menschen- 
geschlechts," was published posthumously in 1836-40, Hum* 
boldt developed his linguistic philosophy, of which it is not 
easy to give a succinct idea, as it is largely couched in a 
most abstruse stylo; it is not surprising that his admirer and 
follower, llcymann Steinthal, in a series of books, gave as many 
dilTeront interpretations of Humboldt’s thoughts, each purporting 
to be more correct than its predecessors. Still, I believe the 
following may be found to bo a tolerably fair rendering of some 
of Humboldt’s ideas. 

Ho rightly insists on the importance of seeing in language 
a continued activity. Language is not a substance or a finished 
work, but action (Sie selbst ist kein werk, ergon, sondern cine 
tiltigkcit, energeia). Language therefore cannot be defined except 
genetically. It is the ever-repeated labour of the mind to utilize 
artioulatcd sounds to express thoughts. Strictly speaking, this 
is a definition of each separate act of speech ; but truly and essen¬ 
tially a language must be looked upon as the totality of such acts. 


' Humboldt’s roliition to Dopp's general ideas is worth studying; see 
his lottenn to Uopp, printed os Nnchtrag to S. Lofman's Franz Bopp, »tin 
leben und ncine wisnen^chajt (Berlin. 1807). He is (p. 6) on the whole of 
Bopp's o|)inion that flexions have arisen through agglutination of syllables, 
the ind<'[)endent meaning of which was lost; still, ho is not certain that all 
(loxion can bo explained in that way, and especially doubts it in the case 
of ' umlaut,’ under which term ho hero certainly includes ' ablaut,’ as 
stHun by his rofonmeo (p. 12) to Greek future ttaU from »t^U6 ; he adds that 
“ some tlexioiiH are at the Mviiie tiino so significaiit und so widely spivod 
in langiiace-t (hat I should bo inclined to cull them ori,<'inal ; for example, 
our i of the dativo and m of the same case, both of which by their sharper 
sound seem intondod to call attention to the peculiar nature of this case, 
which does not, like the other coses, denote a simple, but a double relation” 
(ropeivted p. 10). Iturabobit doubts Bopp’s identification of the tem^xiral 
augment with the a privntiviim. Ho says (p. 14) that cases often originate 
from prepositions, os in American languages and in Basque, and that be has 
idways oxnhuned our genitive, as in U. manners, as a remnant of oim. This 
is ovidontly wrong, as the • of aut is a special High German development 
from (. while the s of the genitive is also found in longu^es which do not 
share in this development of I. But the remark is interesting because, apart 
from the historical proof to tho contrary which we happen to possess in this 
cose, the derivation is no whit worse than many of the ezidanations resorted 
to by adherents of the agglutinative theory. But Humboldt goes on to say 
that in Greek and Latin he is not prepa^ to maintain that one single 
oase is to bo explained in this way. Humboldt probably had some influenM 
on Bopp's view of tho weak preterit, for he is skeptical with regard to tho did 
explanation and inclines to connect the ending with the participle in I. 
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For the words and rules, which according to our ordinary notions 
make up a language, exist really only in the act of connoted speec h. 
The breaking up of language into words and rules is notliing but 
a de^ product of our bungling scientific analysis (Versch 41). 
Nothing in language is sUtic, everything is dynamic. Language 
bos nowhere any abiding place, not oven in writing; its dead part 
must continually be re-created in the mind; in order to exist 

it must be spoken or understood, and so pass in its entirety into 
the subject (ib. 63). 

Humboldt speaks continually of languages as more wrfect or 
^rfcct. Yet “ no language should be condemned or deprt'- 
ciated, not oven that of the most savage trilie, for eneh language 
IS a picture of the original aptitude for language ” (Versch 304). 
In another place he speaks about special excellencies even of lan¬ 
guages that cannot in themselves bo recognized as superlatively 
go<^ instruments of thought. Undoubtedly ('hinesc of the old 
style carries with it an impressive dignity through the immediate 
succession of nothing but momcnb us notions ; it acquires a simple 
greatness Ix-causo it throws away all unnec ssary accessory elements 
and thus as it were, takes flight to pure thinking. Malay is rightly 
prai^ for its ease and the great simplicity of its constructions 
J he Semitic languages retain an lulmirable art in the nice discrimina¬ 
tion of sense assigned to many shmies of vowels. Basque poKsi^sses 
a particular vigour, dept'mh nt on the briefness and boldness of 
expression imjiarted by the structure of its words and by their 
combination. IX-laware and other American languages express 
in one word a number of ideas for which we should n*quire many 
wore .s. he human mind is always capable of producing something 
julmuable. however one-sided it may be ; such special ,KdnU decide 
nothing with regard to the rank of languages (Versch 189 f ) We 
have here, as indeed continually in Humboldt, a valuation’of lan¬ 
guages with many brilliant remarks, but on the whole we miss the 
concrete details abounding in Jenisch’s work. IIunilKildt. as it 
were, lifts us to a higher plane, where the air may lie purer, but 
where it is also thinner and not seldom cloudier as well. 

According to Humboldt, each separate language, even the most 
despised dialect, should be looked upon as an organic whole, different 
trom all the ^t and expressing the individuality of the people 
speaking it; it is characteristic of one nation’s psyche, and indi- 
cau« the peculiar way in which that nation attempts to realize 
the Ideal of sp^h. As a language is thus symbolic of the national 
Character of those who speak it. very much in each language had 
Its ongm m a symbolic represenUtion of the notion it stands for; 
there is a natural nexus between oertein sounds and certain general 
tdeas, and consequently we often find similar sounds used for the 
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same, or nearly the same, idea in languages not otherwise related 
to one another. 

Humboldt is opposed to the idea of ‘ general ’ or ‘ universal ’ 
grammar as understood in his time; instead of this purely deduc¬ 
tive grammar he would found an inductive general grammar, 
based upon the comparison of the different wa 3 r 8 in which the same 
grammatical notion was actually expressed in a variety of lan¬ 
guages. He set the example in his paper on the Dual. His own 
studies covered a variety of languages ; but his works do not give 
us many actual concrete facts from the languages he had studied ; 
he was more interested in abstract reasonings on language in general 
than in details. 

In an important paper, Ueber das Entslehen der grammatischen 
Forman und ihren Einjtuss auf die IdeemnlwickdHng (1822), he says 
that language at first denotes only objects, leaving it to the hearer 
to understand or guess at (hin/.udenken) their connexion. By 
and by the word-order becomes fixed, and some words lose their 
independent use and sound, so that in the second stage we see 
grammatical relations denoted through word-order end through 
words vacillating between material and formal significations. 
Gradually these become affixes, but the connexion is not yet firm, 
the joints are still visible, the result being an aggregate, not yet a 
unit. Thus in the third stage we have something analogous to 
form, but not real form. This is achieved in the fourth stage, 
where the word is one, only modified in its grammatical relations 
through the flcxional sound ; each word belongs to one definite 
part of speech, and form-words have no longer any disturbing 
material signification, but are pure expressions of relation. Such 
words os Lat. amavit and Greek epole-ias are truly grammatical 
forms in contradistinction to such combinations of words and sylla¬ 
bles as are found in cruder languages, because we have here a fusion 
into one whole, which causes the signification of the parts to be 
forgotten and joins them firmly under one accent. Though Hum¬ 
boldt thus thinks flexion developed out of agglutination, he dis¬ 
tinctly repudiates the idea of a gradual development and rather 
inclines to something like a sudden crystallization (see especially 
Stointhal’s ed., p. 585). 

Humboldt's position with regard to the classification of lan¬ 
guages is interesting. In his works we continually meet with the 
terms agglutination * and flexion by the side of a new term, ‘ in¬ 
corporation.’ This he finds in full bloom in many American lan¬ 
guages, such as Mexican, where the object may be inserted into 
the verbal form between the element indicating person and the 

> Humboldt aoema to be the inventor of this term (1821; see Streitbers, 
IF 38. 1911. 
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root. Now, Humboldt Ba 3 r 8 that beaidoa Chinese, which has no 
grammatical form, there are three possible forms of languages, 
the flexional, the agglutinative and the incorporating, but he adds 
that all languages contain one or more of these forms (Versch 301). 
He tends to deny the existence of any exclusively agglutinative 
or exclusively flexional language, as the two principles are gener¬ 
ally commingled (132). Flexion is the only method that gives 
to the word the true inner firmness and at the same time distributes 
the parts of the sentence according to the necessary interlacing 
of thoughts, and thus undoubtedly represents the pure principle 
of linguistic structure. Now, the question is, what language carries 
out this method in the most consistent way ? IVue perfection 
may not be found in any one language: in the Semitic languages 
we find flexion in its most genuine shape, united with the most 
refined symbolism, only it is not pursued consistently in all parts 
of the language, but restricto«l by more or less accidental laws. 
On the other hand, in the Sanskritic languages the compact unity 
of every word saves flexion from any suspicion of agglutination ; 
it pervades all parts of the langtiage and rules it in the highest 
frrc'dom (Versch 1H8). (.\jmpared with incor{)oration and with 
the metho<l of l«Kjse juxtapcwition without any real word-unity, 
flexion appears os an intuitive principle born of true linguistic 
genius (ib.). Between Sanskrit and Chinese, as the two opposed 
poles of linguistic structure, each of them pi-rfect in the consistent 
following one principle, wo may place all the remaining languages 
(ib. 326). But the languages called agglutinative have nothing 
in common except just the negative trait that they arc neither 
isolating nor flexional. The structural diversities of human lan¬ 
guages are so great that they make one despair of a fully com¬ 
prehensive classification (ib. 3.30). 

According to Humboldt, language is in continued dcvclopnient 
under the influence of the changing meufal power of its speakers. 

In thu development there are naturally two definite periods, one 
in which the creative in.stinct of speech is still growing and active, 
and another in which a seeming stagnation licgina and then an 
appreciable dwline of that creative instinct. Still, the period of 
decline may initiate new principles of life and new successful 
changes in a language (Versch IW). In the form-creating period 
nations are occupicvl more with the language than with its purpose, 
i.e. with what it is meant to signify. They struggle to express 
thought, and this craving in connexion with the inspiring feeling 
of success produces and susUins the creative power of language 
Ob. 191). In the second period we witness a wearing off of the 
flexional forms. This is found less in languages reputed crude or 
rough than in refined ones. Language is exposed to the most 
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violent changes when the human mind is most active, for then 
it considers too careful an observation of the modifications of 
sound as superfluous. To this may be added a want of perception 
of the poetic charm inherent in the sound. Thus it is the transi* 
tion from a more sensuous to a more intellectual mood that works 
changes in a language. In other cases less noble causes are at 
work. Rougher organs and less sensitive ears are productive 
of indifference to the principle of harmony, and finally a prevalent 
practical trend may bring about abbreviations and omissions of 
all kinds in its contempt for everything that is not strictly neces* 
sary for the purpose of being understood. While in the first period 
the elements still recall their origin to man’s consciousness, there 
is an sBsthetio pleasure in developing the instrument of mental 
activity ; but in the second period language serves only the prac¬ 
tical needs of life. In this way such a language as English may 
reduce its forms so as to resemble the structure of Chinese; but 
there will always remain traces of the old flexions; and English 
is no more incapable of high excellences than German (Versoh 
282-6). What these are Humboldt, however, does not tell us. 

n. —§ 9. Grimm Once More. 

Humboldt here foreshadowed and probably influenced ideas 
to which Jacob Grimm gave expression in two essays written in 
his old age and which it will be necessary here to touch upon. 
In the essay on the pedantry of the German language (Ueber das 
pedantische in der deutschen sprache, 1847), Grimm says that he 
has so often praised his mother-tongue that he has acquired the 
right once in a while to blame it. If pedantry had not existed 
already, Germans would have invented it; it is the shadowy side 
of one of their virtues, painstaking accuracy and loyalty. Grimm’s 
essay is an attempt at estimating a language, but on the whole it 
is less comprehensive and less deep than that of Jenisch. Grimm 
finds fault with such things as the ceremoniousness with which 
princes are spoken to and spoken of {Durehlattchligsler, allerhochst- 
derselbe), and the use of the pronoun Sit in the third person plural 
in addressing a single person ; he speaks of the clumsiness of the 
auxiliaries for the passive, the past and the future, and of the 
word-order which makes the Frenchman cry impatiently “ J’attends 
le verbe.” He blames the use of capitals for substantives and other 
peculiarities of German spelling, but gives no general statement 
of the principles on which the comparative valuation of different 
languages should be based, though in many passages we see that 
he places the old stages of the language very much higher than 
the language of his own day. 
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The essay on the origin of language (1851) is much more 
important, and may be said to contain the mature expression of 
all Grimm’s thoughts on the philosophy of language. Unfor¬ 
tunately, much of it is couched in that high-flown poetical style 
which may bo partly a consequence of Grimm’s having approached 
the exact study of language through the less exact studies of popular 
poetry and folklore ; this style is not conducive to clear ideas, and 
therefore renders the task of the reporter very difiicult indeed. 
Grimm at some length argues against the possibility of language 
having been either created by God when he created man or having 
been revealed by God to man after his creation. The very imper¬ 
fections and changeability of language speak against its divine 
origin. Language as gradually developed must be the work of 
man himself, and therein is different from the immutable cries 
and songs of the lower creation. Nature and natural instinct 
have no history, but mankind has. Man and woman were created 
as grown-up and marriageable beings, and there must have been 
created at once more than one couple, for if (lure had been only 
one couple, there would have been the pussiliilify that the one 
mother had borne only sons or only daughters, further procreation 
being thus rendered impossible (!), not to mention the moral objec- 
tion.s t<» marriages betw'een brother and sister. How these once 
created Ixiing.s, human in every re.spcct except in language, were 
able to bf'gin talking and to And themselves understood, Grimm 
does not really tell us; be uses such expressions as ‘ inventors ’ 
of words, but apart from the symbolical value of some sounds, 
such os I and r, he thinks that the conne.\ion of word and sense 
was quite arbitrary. On the other hand, he can t<'ll us a great 
deal about the fir.st stage of human speech : it contained only the 
three vowels a, i, u, and only few con.sonant groups ; every word 
was a monosyllable, and abstract notions were at first absent. 
The existenc'* in all (7) old languages of maKcrulinc and feminine 
flexions must be due to the influence of women on the formation 
of language. Through the distinction of genders Grimm says that 
regularity' and clearness were suddenly brought about in every¬ 
thing concerning the noun as by a most ha]ipy stroke of fortune. 
Ending-s to indicate person, number, tense and mood originated 
in added pronouns and auxiliary words, which at first were loosely 
joined to the root, but later coalesced with it. IJf-sides, redupli¬ 
cation was used to indicate the past; and after the absorption of 
the rcduplicational syllabic the same effect was obtained in German 
through apophony. All nouns pre.suppo8e verbs, whoso material 
sense was applied to the designation of things, as when G. hahn 
C cock ’) was thus called from an extinct verb hanan, corresponding 
to Lat. canere, ' to sing.' 
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In what Grimm Mays about the development of language it is 
easy to trace the influence of Humboldt’s ideas, though they are 
worked out with great originality. He discerns three stages, 
the last two alone being accessible to us through historical docu¬ 
ments. In the first period we have the creation and growing of 
roots and words, in the second the flourishing of a perfect flexion, 
and in the third a tendency to thoughts, which leads to the giving 
up of flexion as not yet (?) satisfactory. They may be compared 
to leaf, blossom and fruit, the beauty of human speech did not 
bloom in its beginning, but in its middle period ; its ripest fruits 
will not be gathered till some time in the future.” He thus sums 
up his theory of the three stages : “ Language in its earliest form 
was molorlious, but diffuse and straggling; in its middle form it 
was full of intense poetical vigour; in our own days it seeks to 
remedy the diminution of beauty by the harmony of the whole, and 
is more effective though it has inferior means.” In most places 
Grimm still speaks of the downward course of linguistic develop¬ 
ment ; all the oldest languages of our family ” show a rich, pleasant 
and admirable perfection of form, in which all material and spiritual 
cleineiits have vividly interpenetrated each other,” while in the 
later developments of the same languages the inner power and 
subtlety of Q(‘xion has generally been givcr» up and destroyed, 
though partly replaced by external means and auxiliary words. 
On the whole, then, the history of language discloses a de.scent 
from a pi'riod of perfection to a le.s3 perfect condition. This is 
the point of view that wo meet with in nearly all linguists ; but 
there is a new note when Grimm begins vaguely and dimly to see 
that the loss of flexional forms is sometimes compensated by other 
things that may be equally valuable or even more valuable ; and 
he even, without elaborate arguments, contradicts his own main 
contention when he says that ” human language is retrogressive 
only apparently and in particular points, but looked upon as a 
whole it is progrcs.sive, and its intrinsic force is continually in¬ 
creasing.” Ho instances the English language, which by sheer 
making havoc of all old phonetic laws and by tlie loss of ail flexions 
has acquired a great force and power, such as is found perhaps 
in no other human language. Its wonderfully happy structure 
resulted from the marriage of the two noblest languages of Europe ; 
therefore it was a fit vehicle for the greatest poet of modern times, 
and may justly claim the right to be called a world’s language; 
like the English people, it seems destined to reign in future even 
more than now' in all parts of the earth. This enthusiastic panegyric 
forms a striking contrast to what the next great German scholar with 
whom we have to deal, Schleicher, says about the same language, 
which to him shows only ” how rapidly the language of a nation 
important both in history and literature can decline” (11. 231). 
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i 1. After fiopp and Grimm. {2. K. M. Ropp. 13. J. 11. RredadorfT. 
§ 4. August Sclileicher. § 5. Cla-ssification of I^ngnagca. } 6. Kecon- 
struotion. §7. Curtius, Madvig and Specialista. §8. Mns Mdllor and 
Whitney. 

m.—§ 1. Alter Bopp and Grimm. 

Bopp and Grimm exercised an enormous influence on linguistic 
thought and linguistic research in Germany and other countiies. 
Long oven before their death we see a host of successors following 
in the main the lines laid down in their work, and thus directly 
and indirectly they determined the development of this science 
for a long time. Through their efforts so much new light had 
been shed on a number of linguistic phenomena that these took 
a quite different aspect from that which they had presented to the 
previous generation ; most of what had lx‘en wi itten about etymo¬ 
logy and kindred subjects in the eighteenth century seemed to the 
new schof)! utterly antiquated, mere fanciful vagaries of incom¬ 
petent bhinderers, whereas now scholars had fojind firm gnumd 
on which to raise a magnificent structure of solid science. This 
feeling was es|s‘cially duo to the undoubted recognition of one 
great family of languages to which the vast majority of European 
languages, as well os some of the most impoi fant Asiatio languttg(«, 
belonged : hero we horl one firmly established fact of the greatest 
magnitude, which at onee put an end to ail the earlier whimsical 
attempts to connect Latin and fJreck words with Hebrew roots. 
As for the name of that family of languages, Kawk hesitatt'd between 
different names. ' European,’ ‘ Sarraatic ’ and finally ‘ Japhetic ’ 
(as a counterpart of the Semitic and the Hamitic languages); 
Bopp at first had no comprehcn.iivo name, and on the title-page 
of his Vergl. gramnuUik contents himwlf with enumerating the 
chief languages described, but in the work itself he says that ho 
prefen the name ‘Indo-European,’ which has also found wide 
acceptance, though more in France, England and Bkandinavia 
than in Germany. Humboldt for a long while said ‘ SanskriUc,’ 
but later he odopk‘<l ‘ Indo-Germanic,’ and this has been the gener¬ 
ally recognized name used in Germany, in spite of Bopp's protest- 
who said that ‘ lodo-kiassisch ’ would be more to the point; ‘ Indo. 
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Keltic ’ has also been proposed as designating the family through 
its two extreme members to the East and West. But all these 
compound names are clumsy without being completely pertinent, 
and it seems therefore much better to use the short and con¬ 
venient term ‘ the Aryan languages ’; Aryan being the oldest 
name by which any members of the family designated themselves 
(in India and Persia).^ 

Thanks to the labours of Bopp and Grimm and their co-workers 
and followers, we see also a change in the status of the study of 
languages. Formerly this was chiefly a handmaiden to philology 
—but as this word is often in English used in a sense unknown 
to other languages and really objectionable, namely as a synonym 
of (comparative) study of languages, it will be necessary first to 
say a few words about the terminology of our science. In this 
b(Mk I shall use the word ‘ philology ’ in its continental sense, which 
is often rendered in English by the vague word * scholarship,* 
moaning thereby the study of the specific culture of one nation ; 
thus wo speak of Latin philology, Greek philology, Icelandic 
philology, etc. The word ‘ linguist,’ on the other hand, is not infre¬ 
quently used in the sense of one who has merely a practical know¬ 
ledge of some foreign language; but I think 1 am in accordance 
with a growing number of scholars in England and America if I 
call such a man a * practical linguist ’ and apply the word' linguist ’ 
by itself to the scientific student of language (or of languages); 

‘ linguistics' then becomes a shorter and more convenient name 
for what is also called the science of language (or of languages). 

Now that the reader understands the sense in which I take 
these two terms, I may go on to say that the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth century witnessed a growing differentiation between philo¬ 
logy and linguistics in consequence of the new method introduced 
by comparative and by historical grammar; it was nothing less 
than a completely new way of looking at the facts of language 
and trying to trace their origin. While to the philologist the 
Greek or Latin language, etc., was only a means to an end, to the 
linguist it was an end in itsoU. The former saw in it a valuable, 
and in fact an indispensable, means of gaining a first-hand know¬ 
ledge of the literature which was his chief concern, but the linguist 
oared not for the literature as s\ich, but studied languages for their 
own sake, and might even turn to languages destitute of literature 
because they were able to throw some light on the life of language 
in general or on forms in related languages. The philologist as 
such would not think of studying the Gothic of Wulfila, as a know- 

* It hns been objected to the use of Aryan in this wide sense that the 
name in also used in the restricted sense of Indian -f- Iranic ; but no separate 
name is needed for that small group other than Indo-Ironio. 
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ledge of that language gives access only to a translation of parts 
of the Bible, the ideas of which can be studied much better else¬ 
where ; but to the linguist Gothic was extremely valuable. The 
differentiation, of course, is not an absolute one ; besides Iteing 
linguists in the new sense, Rask was an Icelandic philohtgist, 
Bopp a Sanskrit philologist, and Grimm a German philologist; 
but the tendency towards the emancipation of linguistics was very 
strong in them, and some of their pupils were pure linguists and 
did no work in philology. 

In breaking away from philology and claiming for linguistics 
the rank of a new and independent science, the ])artisanH of the 
new doctrine were apt to think that not only had they discovered 
a new method, but that the object of their study was different 
from that of the philologists, even when they were bot h concerned 
with language. While the philologist looked u{Hm languiigo as 
part of the culture of some nation, the linguist looked upon it as 
a natural object; and when in the beginning of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury philosophers began to divide ail scit'nccs into the two sharply 
separated classes of mental and natural sciences (geistes- und 
naturwissenschaften), linguists would often reckon their science 
among the latter. There was in this a certain amount of pride 
or boastfulness, for on account of the rajiid rbe and splendid 
achievements of the natural sciences at that time, it began to be a 
matter of common belief that they were supt^rior to, and were pos¬ 
sessed of a more scientific method than, the other class - the same 
view that finds an expression in the ordinary English usage, 
according to which * science' means natural science and the 
other domains of human knowledge are termed the ‘ arts' or the 
‘ humanities.* 

We see the new point of view in occasional utU'rances of the 
pioneers of linguistio science. Rask i-xpreasly says that “ Language 
is a natural object and its study resembles natural history ” 
(SA 2. 602); but when he rejK-ats the same sentence (in Reiakrivn- 
iiujsloere, 8) it appears that he is thinking of language as opposed 
to the more artificial writing, and the contrast is not between 
mental and natural science, but between art and nature, between 
what can and what cannot bo consciously modified by man—»t is 
really a different question. 

Bopp, in his review of Grimm (1827, reprinted Vocaliamus, 
1836, p. 1), says : “ Languages are to ^ considered organic natural 
bodies, which are formed according to fixed laws, develop as pos¬ 
sessing an inn er principle of life, and gradually die out because 
they do not understand themselves any longer [1], and therefore 
cast off or mutilate their members or forms, wliich were at first 
aignificant, but gradually have become more of an extiinsis mass. 

f 
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... It is not possible to determine how long languages may pro* 
servo their full vigour of life and of procreation,” etc. This is 
highly figurative language wliich should not be taken at its face 
value; but expressions like these, and the constant use of such 
words as ‘ organic ’ and ‘ inorganic ’ in speaking of formations in 
languages, and * organism ’ of the whole language, would tend to 
widen the gulf between the philological and the linguistic point of 
view. Bopp himself never consistently followed the naturalistic 
way of looking at language, but in § 4 of this chapter we shall see 
that Schleicher was not afraid of going to extremes and building 
up a consistent natural science of language. 

The cleavage between philology and linguistics did not take 
place without arousing warm feeling. Clas.'-ical scholars disliked 
the intrusion of Sanskrit everywhere; they did not know that 
language and did not see the use of it. They resented the way 
in which the new science wanted to reconstruct Latin and Greek 
grammar and to substitute new explanations for those which 
hod always been accept'd. Those Sanskritists chatted of guna 
and vrddhi and other barbaric terms, and even ventured to talk 
of a locative case in Latin, as if the number of cases had not been 
settled once for all long ago 1 ^ 

Classioists wore no doubt porh'otly right when they reproached 
oomparativists for their neglect of syntax, which to them was the 
most important part of grammar ; they were also in some measure 
right when they maintained that linguists to a great extent con¬ 
tented themselves with a superficial knowledge of the languages 
compared, which they studied more in grammars and glossaries 
than in living texts, and sometimes they would even exult when 
they found proof of this in solecisms in Bopp’s Latin translations 
from Sanskrit, and oven on the title-page of Gloaaarium Sanscritum 
a Framisco Bopp. Classical scholars also looked askance at the 
growing interest in the changes of sounds, or, as it was then U 4 ual 
to say, of letters. But when they were apt here to quote the scrip¬ 
tural phrase about the letter that killeth, while the spirit giveth 
life, they overlooked the fact that Nature has rendered it impos¬ 
sible for anyone to penetrate to the mind of anyone else except 
through its outer manifestations, and that it is consequently 
impossible to got at the spirit of a language except through its 
sounds: phonology must therefore form the necessary basis and 
prerequisite of the scientific study of any group of languages. 
Still, it cannot be denied that sometimes comparative phonology 
was treated in such a mechanical way as partly to dehumanize the 
study of language. 

‘ In Lermonn'a book on Bopp,pp. 292 and 299,thera an aome intaraatins 
quotations on this point. 
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When we look back at this period in the history of linguistics, 
there are certain tendencies and characteristics that cannot fail 
to catch our attention. First we must mention the prominence 
given to Sanskrit, which was thought to be the unavoidable re> 
quirement of every comparative linguist. In explaining anything 
in any of the cognate languages the etymologist always turned 
first to Sanskrit words and Sanskrit forms. This stand|x)int is 
found even much later, for instance in Max Mailer’s Inaugural 
AddfiSi (1868, Ch. 19): “ Sanskrit certainly forms the only sound 
foundation of Comparative Philology, and it will always remain 
the only safe guide through all its intrieneics. A comparative 
philologist without a knowledge of Sanskrit is like an astronomer 
without a knowledge of mathematics.” A linguist of a later 
gi'iierntion niuy b<‘ excused for agret'ing rathrr with Kllis, who says 
{Transact. Philol. Soc., 1873-4, 21): “Almost in our own days 
came the di.scovery of Samskrit, and philology proper Is'gan—but, 
alas I at the wToiig end. Now, h<*re I run great danger of be'ing 
misunder.stood. Although for a seientifie sifting of the nature 
of language 1 pr<v(imc to think that iM'ginning at Sanskrit was 
unfortunate, yet I freely admit that, had that language not been 
brought into Kurojie . , . our knowIr<lge of language would have 
beon in a poor condition indee<l. . . . Wo are under the greatest 
obligations to those distinguished men who have tindertaken to 
unravel it.s si-on‘t.s and to show its conne.xion with the languages 
of i*,uroi)c. \et I must re|M’at that for the pure science of 
language, to l)cgin with S.inskrit was ;is much bt-ginning at the 
wrung end as it would have Ix'cn to commence zoology with 
palxontulogy—the relations of life with the bones of the dead.” 

Next, liopp and his nearest successors were chiefly occujiied 
with finding likenesses between the languages treated and dis¬ 
covering things that united them. This was quite natural in the 
first stage of the new seience, but sometimes led to onc-sidedness, 
the characteristic indiviriuality of each language being lost sight 
of, while forms from many countries and many times were mixed 
up in a hotch-jsttch. lia.sk, on account of his whole mental equip¬ 
ment, was less liable to this danger than most of his contemporaries ; 
but Pott was evidently right when he w'arned his fcllow-studcnta 
that their comparative linguLstics should be supplemented by 
separative linguistics (Zahlrndhode, 229), as it has been to a great 
extent in recent years. 

Still another feature of the linguistic science of these days 
is the almost exclusive occupation of the student with dead 
langtiagcs. It was quite natural that the earliest comparativists 
should first give their attention to the oldest stages of the languages 
compared, since these alone enabled them to prove the essential 
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kinship between the different members of the great Aryan family. 
In Grimm’s grammar nearly all the space is taken up with Gothic, 
Old High German, Old Norse, etc., and comparatively little is said 
about recent developments of the same languages. In Bopp’s 
comparative grammar classical Greek and Latin are, of course, 
treated carefully, but Modern Greek and the Romanic languages 
are not mentioned (thus also in Schleicher’s Compendium and in 
Brugmann’s Orammar), such later developments being left to 
specialists who were more or less considered to be outside the sphere 
of Comparative Linguistics and even of the science of language 
in general, though it would have been a much more correct view 
to include them in both, and though much more could really be 
learnt of the life of language from these studies than from com¬ 
parisons made in the spirit of Bopp. 

The earlier stages of different languages, which were compared 
by linguists, were, of course, accessible only through the medium 
of writing; we have seen that the early lingiiists spoke constantly 
of letters and not of sounds. But this vitiated their whole outlook 
on languages. These were scarcely ever studied at first-hand, 
and neither in Bopp nor in Grimm nor in Pott or Benfey do we find 
such first-hand observations of living spoken languages as play a 
groat rdle in the writings of Rask and impart an atmosphere of 
soundness to his whole manner of looking at languages. If 
languages wore called natural objects, they were not yet studied 
as such or by truly naturalistic methods. 

When living dialects were studied, the interest constantly 
centred round tlio archaic traits in them ; every survival of an old 
form, ov(;ry trace of old sounds that hod b^n dropped in the 
standard speech, was greeted with enthusiasm, and the significance 
of these old characteristics greatly exaggerated, the general im¬ 
pression being that popular dialects were always much more con¬ 
servative than the speech of educated people. It was reserved 
for a much later time to prove that this view is completely 
erroneous, and that popular dialects, in spite of many archaic 
details, are on the whole further developed than the various 
standard languages with their stronger tradition and literary 
reminiscences. 


HL—§ 2. K« M. Bspp. 

It was from tliis archtsological point of view only that Grimm 
encouraged the study of dialects, but he expressly advised students 
not to carry the research too far in the direction of discriminating 
miuutise of sounds, because these had little bearing on the history 
of language as he understood it. In this connexion we may 
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mention an episode in the history of early linguistics that is sympto¬ 
matic. K. M. Rapp brought out his Versuch eiiur PhysMogU 
der Spraehe nebst hutoriacher Eniwiektlung dcr abcndlandiadten 
Idiome naeh physioiogischen Orundadizen in four volume.s (1H30, 
1839, 1840, 1841). A physiological examination into the nature 
and classification of speech sounds was to serve only as the basis 
of the historical part, the grandiose plan of which was to find out 
how Greek, I.atin and Gothic sounded, and then to pursue the 
destinies of these sound systems through the Middle Ages (Ryzan- 
tine Greek, Old Proven 9 aI, Old I'rench, Old Norse, Anglo-S<ixoii, Old 
High German) to the pre.sont time (Modern Greek, Italian, {Spanish, 
etc., down to Low and High German, with dilferent <lialects). 
To carry out this plan Itapp was equipped with no small knowledge 
of the earlier stages of these languages and a not contoniptiblo 
first-hand observation of living languages, lie relates how from 
his childhood he had a “ morbidly sharpe ned ear for all acoustic 
impressions"; he had early observed the dilTercnce bcdwt'cn 
dialectal and educated speech and taken an interest in foreign 
langpioges, such as French, Italian and Knglish. He visited Den¬ 
mark, and there mmie the acquaintance of and became the pupil 
of Rask; he often speaks of him and his works in terms of the 
greatest admiration. After his return he took up the sttidy of 
Jacob Grimm ; but though he speaks always very warmly about 
the other parts of Grimm’s work, Grimm’s phonology disappointed 
him. "Grimm's theory of letters I devoured with a ravenous 
appetite for all the new things I had to learn from it, but also with 
heartburning on account of the equally numerous things that 
warred against the whole of my previous research with regard to 
the nature of speech sounds ; fa.scinated though I was by what 
1 read, it thus made me incredibly miserable.’’ He set to his 
great task with enthusiasm, ic<l by the conviction that " the his¬ 
torical material gives here only one side of the truth, and that the 
living language in all its branches that have never been committed 
to writing forms the other and equally important sidr; which is 
still far from being satisfactorily inv(«tigated.'’ It is easy to 
understand that Rapp came into conflict with Grimm’s liuch- 
atabenlehre, that had been ba.Hed exclusively on written forms, 
and Rapp was not afraid of expressing his unorthtxJox views in 
what he himself terms "a violent and arrogating tone." No 
wonder, therefore, that his book fell into disgrace with the leaders 
of linguistics in Germany, who noticed its orors and mistakes, 
which were indeed numerous and conspicuous, rather than the new 
and suie ideas it contained. Rapp’s work is extraordinarily little 
known; in Raumer’s Oeachichte der germaniachen PhUoJogie and 
similar works it is not even mentioned, and when 1 disinterred it 
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from undeserved oblivion in my Fonetik (1897, p. 35; of. Dif. 
neueren Sprachen, vol. xiii, 1904) it was utterly unknown to the 
German phoneticians of my acquaintance. Yet not only are its 
phonetic observations ^ deserving of praise, but still more its whole 
plan, based as it is on a thorough comprehension of the mutual 
relations of sounds and writing, which led Rapp to use phonetic 
transcription throughout, even in connected specimens both of 
living and dead languages; that this is really the only way in which 
it is possible to obtain a comprehensive and living understanding 
of the sound-system of any language (as well as to get a clear 
perception of the extent of one’s own ignorance of it!) has not 
yet boon generally recognized. The science of language would 
have made swifter and steadier progress if Grimm and his suc¬ 
cessors had been able to assimilate the main thoughts of Rapp. 

m.—§3. J. H. Bredsdorfl. 

Another (and still earlier) work that was overlooked at the time 
was the little pamphlet Om Aarsageme til Sprogenes Fornniringer 
(1821) by the Dane J. H. Brcdsdorfl. Bopp and Grimm never 
really asked themselves the fundamental question. How is it that 
language changes : what are the driving forces that load in course 
of time to such far-reaching differences as those we find between 
Sanskrit and Latin, or between Latin and French 1 Now, this is 
exactly the question that Bredsdorff treats in his masterly pamphlet. 
Like Rapp, he was a very good phonetician; but in the pamphlet 
that concerns us hero he speaks not only of phonetic but of other 
linguistic changes os well. These ho n'fers to the following causes, 
which ho illustrates with well-chosen examples: (1) Mishearing 
and misunderstanding; (2) misrecollection; (3) imperfection of 
organs; (4) indolence : to this ho inclines to refer nine-tenths 
of all those changes in the pronunciation of a language that are 
not due to foreign influences ; (6) tendency towards analogy : here 
he gives instances from the speech of children and explains by 
analogy such phenomena as the extension of a to all genitives, 
etc. ; (6) the desire to be distinct; (7) the need of expressing 
new ideas. Ho recognizes that there are changes that cannot be 
brought under any of these explanations, e.g. the Gothonic sound 
shift (cf. above, p. 43 note), and ho emphasizes the many ways in 
which foreign nations or foreign languages may influence a 
language. Bredsdorff’s explanations may not always be correct; 

* For oxample, the correct appreciation of Scandinavian o sounds and 
sspeoially the recopiition of syllables without any vowel, for instance, in 
G. miUel, aehmeicheln, E. heaven, little; this important truth was unnoticed 
by linguists till Sievers in lS7«'i called attention to it and Brugmann in 1877 
used it in a famous artiola. 
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but what oonstitutes the deep originality of his little book ia the 
way in which linguistic changes are always regarded in terms of 
human activity, chiefly of a psychological character. Here he was 
head and shoulders above his contemporaries; in fact, most of 
Brcdsdorfl’s ideas, such as the power of analogy, were the same 
that sixty years later had to flght so hard to be recognized by 
the leading linguists of that time.^ 


nL —§ 4. Angast Schleiohtf. 

In Rapp, and even more in liredsclorfl, wo get a whiff of the 
scientitic atmo.s]>herc of a much later time ; but most of the linguists 
of the twenties and following decades (among whom A. F. Pott 
deserves to be specially named) moved in essentially the same 
grooves as Bopp and Grimm, and it will not bo necessary here to 
deal in detail with their work. 

August Schleicher (1821-68) in many ways marks the cul¬ 
mination of the first period of Comparative Linguistics, as well 
as the transition to a new period with different aims and, partially 
at any rate, a new metluxl. His intimate knowledge of many 
languages, his great power of combination, his clear-cut and always 
lucid expo.sition—all this made him a natural leader, and made 
his books for many years the standard handbooks of linguistic 
science. Unlike Bopp and Grimm, ho was exclusively a linguist, 
or, as ho called it himself, ‘ glottiker,' and never tired of claiming 
for the science of linguistics (‘ glottik ’), as oppost'd to philology, 
the rank of a separate natural science. Schleicher specialized in 
Slavonic and Lithuanian ; he studied the latter language in its 
own home and took down a great many songs and talcs from the 
mouths of the peasants ; he was for some years a professor in the 
University of Prague, and there acquired a conversational know¬ 
ledge of CVcch ; ho spoke Russian, too, and thus in contradis¬ 
tinction to Bopp and Grimm barl a first-hand knowledge of more 
than one foreign language ; bis interest in living speech is also 
manifested in his specimens cf the dialect of his native town, 
VolkstUmliehea atu Sonneberg. When he was a child his father 
very severely insisted on the constant and correct use of the edu¬ 
cated language at home; but the boy, perhaps all the more on 
account of the paternal prohibition, was deeply attracted to the 

' A young German linguist, to whom I sent the pamphlet early in ISS6, 
wrote to me: “ Wenn man sich den span machte und doa ding OljerRCtrte 
mit der bemerkung, ea aei vor vier johren erachienen, wer wOrde einnm 
nicht trauen T IderkwCrdig, daw solche aachen ao unbemerkt, * dem kicinen 
veilchen gleich,’ dahinachwinden kcnnen.” A abort time afterwards the 
pamphlet was reprinted with a short prefaoa by Vilh. TbomsMi (Copenhagen, 
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popular dialect he heard from his playfellows and to the fas* 
cinating folklore of the old townspeople, which he was later to 
take down and put into print. In the preface he says that the 
acquisition of foreign tongues is rendered considerably easier 
through the habit of speaking two dialects from childhood. 

What makes Schleicher particularly important for the purposes 
of this volume is the fact that in a long series of publications he 
put forth not only details of his science, but original and compre¬ 
hensive views on the fundamental questions of linguistic theory, 
and that these had great influence on the linguistic philosophy of 
the following decodes. He was, perhaps, the most consistent as well 
as one of the clearest of linguistic thinkem, and his views therefore 
deserve to be examined in detail and with the greatest care. 

Apart from languages, Schleicher was deeply interested both 
in philosophy and in natural science, especially botany. From 
these ho fetched many of the weapons of his armoury, and they 
coloured the whole of his theory of language. In his student days 
at Tubingen ho became an enthusiastic adherent of the philosophy 
of Hegel, and not even the Darwinian sympathies and views of 
which he became a champion towards the end of his career made 
him abandon the doctrines of his youth. As for science, he says 
that naturalists make us understand that in science nothing is 
of value except facts established through strictly objective observa¬ 
tion and the conclusions based on such facts—this is a lesson that 
he thinks many of his colleagues would do well to take to heart. 
There can be no doubt that Schleicher in his practice followed a 
much more rigorous and sober method than his predecessors, 
and that his Compendium in that respect stands far above Bopp’s 
Oramrnar. In his general reasonings on the nature of language, 
on the other hand, Schleicher did not always follow the strict 
principles of sober criticism, being, as we shall now see, too 
dependent on Hegelian philosophy, and also on certain dogmatic 
views that he had inherited from previous German linguists, 
from Schiegel downwards. 

The Introductions to Schleicher’s two first volumes are entirely 
Hegelian, though with a characteristic difference, for in the first 
he says that the changes to be seen in the realm of langu^es are 
decidedly historical and in no way resemble the changes that we 
may observe in nature, for “ however manifold these may be, they 
never show anything but a circular course that repeats itself con¬ 
tinually ” (Hegel), while in language, as in everything mental, we 
may see new things that have never existed before. One generation 
of animals or plants is like another; the skill of animals has no 
history, as human art has; language is specifically human and 
mental: its development is therefore analogous to history, for in 
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both we see a oontiniial progress to new phases. In Sohleiohtf ^ 
second volume, however, this view is expressly rejected in its 
main part, because Schleicher now wants to emphasize the natural 
character of language: it is true, he now says, that language 
shows a * werden ’ which may be termed history in the wider 
sense of this word, but which is found in its purest form in 
nature; for instance, in the growing of a plant. Language 
belongs to the natural sphtre, not to the sphere of free mental 
activity and this must be our starting-point if we would discover 
the method of linguistic science (ii. 21). 

It would, of course, be possible to say that the method of lin¬ 
guistic science is that of natural science, and yet to maintain that 
the object of linguistics is different from that of natural science, 
but Schleicher more and more tends to identify the two, and when 
h«- wn.s attacked for saying, in his pamphlet on the Darwinian theory, 
that languages were material things, real natural objects, he wrote 
in defence Ueber die bedeuiung der aprache fUr die naturgeachiehte 
dea menachrn, which is highly characteristic ns the culminating f>oint 
of the materialistic way of looking at languages. The activity, 
he says, of any organ, e.g. one of the organs of digestion, or the brain 
or muscles, is dependent on the constitution of that organ. The 
diff<Tent ways in which different species, nay even different indi- 
vifluals, walk are evidently conditioned by the structure of the 
limbs ; the activity or function of the organ is, as It were, nothing 
but an aspi'ct of the organ itsedf, even if it is not always jumsiblo 
by means of the knife or microscope of the scientist to demonstrate 
the material cause of the phenomenon. What is true of the manner 
of walking is true of language as well; for language is nothing 
but the result, perceptible through the ear, of the action of a com¬ 
plex of material sulxstances in the structure of the brain and of 
the organs of spf'cch, with their nerves, bones, muscles, etc. Anato¬ 
mists, however, have not yet been able to demonstrate differences 
in the structures of these organs corresponding to differences of 
nationality—to cliscriminate, that is, the organs of a Frenchman 
{quA Frenchman) from those of a German {quA German). Accord¬ 
ingly, as the chemist can only arrive at the elements which com¬ 
pose the sun by examining the light which it emits, while the 
source of that light remains inaccessible to him, so must we be 
content to study the nature of languages, not in their material 
antecedents but in their audible manifestations. It makes no 
great difference, however, for the two things stand to each other 
as cause and effect, as substance and phenomenon : a philosopher 
[i.e. a Hegelian] would say that they are identical.'* 

Now I, for one, fail to understand how this can be what SchMoher 
believes it to be, ** a refutation of the objectim that iugnage is 
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nothing but a consequence of the activity of these organs/’ The 
sun exists independently of the human observer; but there could 
be no such thing as language if there was not brides the speaker 
a listener who might become a speaker in his turn. Schleicher 
speaks continually in his pamphlet as if structural differences in 
the brain and organs of speech were the real language, and as if 
it were only for want of an adequate method of examining this 
hidden structure that we had to content ourselves with studying 
language in its outward manifestation as audible speech. But 
this is certainly on the face of it preposterous, and scarcely needs 
any serious refutation. If the proof of the pudding is in the 
eating, the proof of a language must be in the hearing and under* 
standing ', but in order to heard words must first be spoken, 
and in these two activities (that of producing and that of per* 
ceiving sounds) the real essence of language must consist, and 
these two activities are the primary (or why not the exclusive !) 
object of the science of language. 

Schleicher goes on to meet another objection that may be made 
to his view of the ‘ substantiality of language,’ namely, that drawn 
from the power of learning other languages. Schleicher doubts 
the possibility of learning another language to perfection; he 
would admit this only in the case of a man who exchanged his 
mother-tongue for another in his earliest youth; “ but then he 
becomes by that very fact a different being from what he was: 
brain and organs of speech develop in another direction.” If 
Mr. So-and-So is said to speak and write German, English and 
French equally well, Schleicher first inclines to doubt the fact; 
and then, granting that the same individual may ” be at the same 
time a Gorman, a Frenchman and an Englishman,” he asks us to 
remember that all these three languages belong to the same family 
and may, from a broader point of view, be termed species of the same 
language; but he denies the possibility of anyone’s being equally 
at home in Chinese and German, or in Arabic and Hottentot, etc., 
because these languages are totally different in their innermost 
essence. (But what of bilingual children in Finland, speaking 
Swedish and Finnish, or in Greenland, speaking Danish and Eskimo, 
or in Java, speaking Dutch and Malay ?) Schleicher has to admit 
that our organs are to some extent flexible and capable of acquiring 
activities that they had not at first; but one definite function 
is and remains nevertheless the only natural one, and thus ** the 
possibility of a man’s acquiring foreign langua^ more or less 
perfectly is no objection to our seeing the material basis of Ian 
guage in the structure of the brain and organs of speech.” 

Even if we admit that Schleicher is so far right that in nearly 
all (or all t) oases of bilingualism one language comes more naturally 
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than the other, he certainly exaggerates the difference, which is 
always one of degree ; and at any rate his final conclusion is wrong, 
for we might with the same amount of justice say tlmt a man wlio 
has first learned to play the piano has acquired tlie structure of 
brain and fingers peculiar to a pianist, and that it is then unnatural 
for him also to loam to play the violin, because that would imply 
a different structure of these organs. In all these cases we have to 
do with a definite proficiency or skill, which can only be obtained 
by constant practice, though of course one man may Ikj better 
predisposed by nature for it than another ; but then it is also the 
fact that people who speak no foreign language attain to very 
different degrees of proficiency in the use of their mother-tongue. 
It cannot be said too emphatically that we have here a fundamental 
question, and that Schleicher’s view can never h‘a<l to a true con¬ 
ception of what language is, or to a real insight into its changes 
and historical development. 

Schleicher goes on to say that the elnssifieation of mankind into 
race.s should not be based on the formation of the skull or on the 
character of the hair, or any such exU'rnal criteria, n.s they are by 
no means constant, but rather on language, because this is a 
thoroughly constant criterion. This alone would giv** a perfectly 
natural system, one, for instance, in which all 'lurks would Ik) 
classed together, while otherwise the Osmanli Turk Wlongs to the 
‘Caucasian’ race and the so-called Tatarie Turks to the ‘Mon¬ 
golian’ race; on the other hand, the Magyar and the ila.squo 
arc not physically to be distinguished from the Indo-lMiio|M’an, 
though their languages arc widely dissimilar. According to 
Schleicher, therefore, the natural system of languages is also the 
natural system of mankind, for language is clowly connected with 
the whole higher life of men, which is therefore taken into con¬ 
sideration in and with their language. In this book I am not con¬ 
cerned with the ethnographical division of mankind into races, 
and I therefore must content my.self with saying that the very 
examples adduced by Schleicher seem to me to militate against 
his theory that a division of mankind based on language is the 
natural one : arc we to reckon the Hasque’s son, who speaks nothing 
but FVench (or Spanish) as belonging to a different rar'c from his 
father ! And does not Schleicher contradict himself when on 
p. 16 he writes that language is “ein vOllig constantes mcrkmal,” 
and p. 20 that it is “ in fortwfthrender vcr&ndcrung Ix'griffen ” f 
So far as I see, Schleicher never expressly says that he thinks that 
the physical structure conditioning the structure of a man’s lan- 
gaa^^ is hereditary, though some of his expressions point that way, 
and that may be what he means by the expression ‘constant.’ 
In other places (Darw. 26, Bed. 24) he allows external conditions 
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of life to exercise some influence on the character of a language, 
as when languages of neighbouring peoples are similar (i^yans 
and Semites, for example, are the only nations possessing flexional 
languages). On such points, however, he gives only a few hints 
and suggestions. 

IXL—§ 0. Uiassiflcation of Languages. 

In the question of the classification of languages Schleicher 
introduces a deductive element from his strong preoccupation with 
Hegelian ideas. Hegel everywhere moves in trilogies; Schleicher 
therefore must have three classes, and consequently has to tack 
together two of Pott's four classes (agglutinating and incorporating); 
then he is able philosophically to deduce the tripartition. For 
language consists in meaning (^deutung; matter, contents, root) 
and relation (bczieliung; form), tertium non datur. As it would 
be a sheer impoisibility for a language to express form only, we 
obtain three classes : 

I. Here meaning is the only thing indicated by sound ; relation 
is merely suggested by word-position: isolating languages. 

II. !^th meaning and relation are expressed by sound, but 
the formal elements are visibly tacked on to the root, which is 
itself invariable: agglutinating languages. 

HI. The elements of meaning and of relation are fused together 
or absorbed into a higher unity, the root being susceptible of 
inward modification as well as of afiixcs to denote form : flexional 
languages. 

Schleicher employs quasi-mathematical formulas to illustrate 
these three classes: if wo denote a root by R, a prefix by p and 
a suifix by s, and finally use a raiso<l x to denote an inner modifica¬ 
tion, we see that in the isolated languages we have nothing but 
R (a sentence may be represented by R E R R...), a word in the 
second class has the formula R a or p R or p R 9, but in the third 
class we may have p R* a (or RF «). 

Now, according to Schleicher the three dosses of languages 
are not only found simultaneously in the tongues of our own 
day, but they represent three stages of linguistic development; 
** to the nebeneinander of the S 3 r 8 tem corresponds the naeheinander 
of history.” Beyond the flexional stage no language can attain; 
the symbolic denotation of relation by flexion is the highest 
accomplishment of language; speech has here effectually real¬ 
ized its object, which is to give a faithful phonetic image of 
thought. But before a language can become flexional it must 
have passed through an isolating and an agglutinating period. 
Is this theory home out by historical facts t Can we trace back 
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Any of the existing flexional languages to ogglutinaticm and 
isolation t Schleicher himself answers this question in the 
negative: the earliest Latin was of as good a flexional type as 
are the modern Romanic languages. This would seem a sort 
of TOntradictioii in terms; but the orthodox Hegelian is ready 
with an answer to any objection ; he has the word of his master 
that History cannot begin till the human spirit becomes ‘‘ con¬ 
scious of its own freedom,” and this consciousness is only possible 
after the complete development of language. The formation of 
Language and History arc accordingly succes.sive stages of human 
activity. Moreover, as history and historiography, i.e. literature, 
come into existence simultaneously, Schleicher is enabled to ex¬ 
press the same idea in a way that ” is only seemingly paradoxical,*’ 
namely, that the development of language is brought to aconclu.sion 
as soon as literature makes its ajtpi'arance; this is a crisis after 
which language remains fixed ; language has now Ix'come a means, 
instead of being the aim, of intellectual activity. VVe never meet 
with any language that is dovelo})ing or that has lK>come more 
perfect; in historical times all languages move only downhill; 
linguistic history means decay of languagt's os such, subjugated 
as they are through the gradual evolution of the mind to greater 
freedom. 

The reader of the above survey of previous classifications 
will easily sec that in the matter !(.■-'( If Schleicher odds very little 
of hi.<i own. Even the expressions, which are here given through¬ 
out in Schleicher’s own words, are in some cases recognizable 
as identical with, or clesaily similar to, those of earlier scholars. 

He made one coherent system out of ideas of classification 
and development already found in others. What is new is the 
philosophical substructure of Hegelian origin, and there can be 
no doubt that Schleicher imagined that by this addition he con¬ 
tributed vei-y much towards giving stability and durability to 
the whole system. And yet this proved to bo the least stable 
and durable part of the stnicture, and as a matter of fact the 
Hegelian reasoning is not repeated by a single one of those who 
give their adherence to the classification. Nor can it be said 
to carry conviction, and undoubtedly it has seemed to most 
linguists at the same time too rigid and too unreal to have any 
importance. 

But apart from the philosophical argument the classification 
proved very successful in the particular shape it had found in 
Schleicher. Its adoption into two such widely read works as 
Max Mailer’s and W'hitney’s Lectures on the Science of liOnguage 
contributed very much to the popularity of the system, though 
the former’s attempt at ascribing to the tripwtition a sociological 
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importance by 8a}ring that juxtaposition (isolation) is oharacteristio 
of the * family stage,' agglutination of * the nomadic stage ' and 
amalgamation (flexion) of the ‘ political stage ’ of human society 
was hardly taken seriously by anybody. 

The chief reasons for the popularity of this classification are 
not far to seek. It is easy of handling and appeals to the 
natural fondness for clear-cut formulas through its specious 
appearance of regularity and rationality. Besides, it flatters 
widespread prejudices in so far as it places the two groups 
of languages highest that are spoken by those nations which 
have culturally and religiously exercised the deepest influence 
on the civilization of the world, Aryans and Semites. Therefore 
also Pott’s view, according to which the incorporating or 
‘ polysynthetic ’ American languages possess the same char- 
aotfjristics that distinguish flexion os against agglutination, only 
ill a still higher degree, is generally tacitly discarded, for obviously 
it would not do to place some languages of American Indians 
higher than Sanskrit or Greek. But when those are looked upon 
as the very flower of linguistic development it is quite natural 
to regard the modern languages of Western Europe as degenerate 
corruptions of the ancient more highly flexional languages; this 
is in perfect keeping with the prevalent admiration for cla.ssical 
antiquity and with the belief in a far past golden ago. Argu¬ 
ments such as these may not have been consciously in the minds 
of the framers of the ordinary classilieation, but there can be 
no doubt that they have been unconsciously working in favour 
of the system, though very little thought seems to be required 
to show the fallacy of the assumption that high civilization 
has any intrinsic and necessary connexion with the grammatical 
oonstrueiion of the language spoken by the race or nation con¬ 
cerned. No language of modern Europe presents the flexional 
type in a purer shniic than Lithuanian, where we find preserved 
nearly the same grammatical system as in old Sanskrit, yet no 
one would assert that the culture of Lithuanian peasants is higher 
than that of Shakespeare, whose language has lost an enormous 
amount of the old flexions. Culture and language must be appraised 
separately, each on its own merits and independently of the 
other. 

From a purely linguistic point of view there are many objections 
to the usual classification, and it will be well here to bring them 
together, though this will mean an interruption of the historical 
survey which is the main object of these chapters. 

First let us look upon the tripartition as purporting a com¬ 
prehensive chissification of languages as existing side by side 
without any regard to historic development (the nebeneinandeT 
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of Schleicher). Here it does not seem to be an ideai manner of 
classifying a great many objects to establish three cljiases of stich 
different dimensions that the first comprises only Chinese and 
some other related languages of the Far East, and the third only 
two families of languages, while the second includes hundreds 
of unrelated languages of the most heUTo^'eneous character. 
It seems certain that the languages of Class 1 represent one definite 
type of linguistic structure, and it may be that Aryan and Semitic 
should be classed together on account of the siiuiiarity of their 
structure, though this is by no means quite certain and has been 
denied (by Bopp, and in recent times by Porzezinski); but what 
is indubitable is that the ‘agglutinating’ class is made to com¬ 
prehend languages of the most diverse tV{M*, oven if we follow Pott 
and exclude from this class all incorporating langungi's. Finnish 
is always mentioned as a typically agglutinative language, yet 
there we meet with such declensional forms os nominative vtai 
‘water,’ toinen ‘second,’ partitive vetia, loista, genitive veden, 
toisen, and such verbal forms as sido-n ' 1 bind,’ sido-t ‘ thou 
bindest,’ aito-o ‘ be binds,’ and the three corresponding i>ersons 
in the plural, sido-mme, aido-Ue, aiU>-mt. Here we are far from 
having one unchangeable root to which endings have glued, 
for the root itself undergoes changes before the endings. In 
Kiyombe (Congo) the perfect of verbs is in many cases formed 
by means of a vowel change that is a complete paralhd to the 
apophony in English drink, drank, thus vanga ‘do,’ perfect venge, 
twaia ‘bring,’ perfect tweU or twede, etc. (Anthrojws, ii. p. 761). 
Examples like these show that flexion, in whatever way we may 
define this term, is not the prerogative of tlie Aryans and Hemib's, 
but may be found in other nations as well. ‘Agglutination’ is 
either tro vague a term to be used in classification, or else, if it 
is taken strictly according to the usual definition, it is too definite 
to comprise many of the languages which are ordinarily reckoned 
to belong to the second class. 

It will be seen, also, that those writers who aim at giving descrip¬ 
tions of a variety of human tongues, or of them all, do not content 
themselves with the usual three classes, but have a greater number. 
This began with Steinthal, who in various works tried to classify 
languages partly from geographical, partly from structural points 
of view, without, however, arriving at any definite or consistent 
system. Friedrich MOller, in his great Orundriaa der Sprachuna- 
aenachajl, really gives up the psychological or structural division of 
languages, distributing the more than hundred different languages 
that he describes among twelve races of mankind, characterized 
chiefly by external criteria that have nothing to do with language. 
Misteli establishes six main types: 1. Incorporating. II. Kooto 
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isolating. III. Stem-isolating. IV. Affixing (Anreihende). V. Ag- 
glutinating. VI. Floxional. These he also distributes so as 
to form four classes: (1) languages with sentence-words: I; 
(2) languages with no words : II, III and IV; (3) languages with 
apparent words: V; and (4) languages with real words; VI. 
But the latter division had better be loft alone; it turns on 
the intricate question “ What constitutes a word ? ” and ulti¬ 
mately depends on the usual depreciation of ‘ inferior races ’ 
and corresponding exaltation of our own race, which is alone 
reputed capable of possessing ‘real words.* I do not see why 
we should not recognize that the vocables of Oreenlandio, 
Malay, Kafir or Finnish are just as ‘real’ words as any in 
Hebrew or Latin. 

Our final result, then, is that the tripartition is insufficient and 
inadequate to serve as a comprehensive classification of languages 
actually existing. Nor shall we wonder at this if we see the way 
in which the theory began historically in an obiter dictum of Fr. v. 
Schlegel at a time when the inner structure of only a few languages 
had been properly studied, and if wo consider tlie lack of clearness 
and definiteness inherent in such notions as agglutination and 
fiexion, which are nevertheless made the corner-stones of the 
whole system. We therefore must go back to the wise saying 
of Humboldt quoted on p. 69, that the structural diversities of 
languages are too great for us to classify them comprehensively. 

In a subsequent part of this work I shall deal with the 
tripartition as representing three successive stages in the 
development of such languages as our own (the ruicheinander 
of Schleicher), and try to show that Schleicher’s view is not 
borne out by the facts of linguistic history, which give us a 
totally different picture of development. 

From both points of view, then, I think that the classifica¬ 
tion here considered deserves to be shelved among the hasty 
generalizations in which the history of every branch of science 
is unfortunately so rich. 


m.—§6. Reconstruction. 

Probably Schleicher’s most original and important contribution 
to linguistics was his reconstruction of the Proto-Aryan language, 
die indogermanuiche w»prache. The possibility of inferentially 
constructing this parent language, which to Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, 
Gothic, etc., was what Latin was to Italian, Spanish, French, 
eto., was early in his thoughts (see quotations illustrating the 
gradual growth of the idea in Oertel, p. 39 f.), but it was not 
till the first edition of his CoeifieitdiKm that he carried it out in 
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detail, giving there for each separate chapter (vowels, consonants, 
roots, stem-formation, declension, conjugation) first the Proto- 
Aryan forms and then those actually found in the different languages, 
from which the former were inferred. This arrangement has the 
advantage that the reader everywhere sees the historical evolution 
in the natural order, beginning with the oldest and then proceeding 
to the later stages, just as the Romanic scholar begins with Latin 
and then takes in successive stages Old French, Modern French, 
etc. But in the case of Proto-Aryan this procedure is apt to 
deceive the student and make him take these primitive forms 
as something certain, whose existence reposes on just as good 
evidence as the forms found in Sanskrit litc^rature or in German 
or English as spoken in our own days. When he finds some forms 
given first and used to explain some others, there is some danger 
of his forgetting that the forms given first have a quite different 
status to the others, and that their only raison d’itre is the desire 
of a modern linguist to explain existing forms in related languages 
which present certain similarities as originating from a common 
original form, which he does not find in his texts and has, there¬ 
fore, to reconstruct. But apart from this there can bo no doubt 
that the reconstruction of older forms (and the ingenious device, 
due to Schleicher, of denoting such forms by means of a proposed 
asterisk to distinguish them from forms actually found) has been 
in many ways beneficial to historical grammar. Only it may 
be questioned whether Schleicher did not go too far when he wished 
to base the whole grammar of all the Aryan languages on such 
reconstructions, instead of using them now and then to explain 
single facts. 

Schleicher even ventured (and in this he seems to have had no 
follower) to construct an entire little fable in primitive Aryan: 
see “ Eine fabel in indogermanischer ursprache,” Beilrdye zur vergl. 
sprachforschuwj, 6. 206 (1868). In the introductory remarks he 
complains of the difficulty of such attempts, chiefly because of 
the almost complete lack of particles capable of being inferred 
from the existing languages, but he seems to have entertained 
no doubt about the phonetic and grammatical forms of the words 
he employed. As the fable is not now commonly known, I give 
it hrae, with Schleicher’s translation, as a document of this period 
of comparative linguistics. 

AYIB AKVASAS KA 

Avis, jasmin vama na A ast, dadarka akvams, tam, vAgham 
garurn vaghantam, tam, bhAram magham, tam, manum Aku 
bharaatam. Avis akvabhjams A vavakat: kard aghnutai mai 
vidanti manum akvams agantam. 

6 
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Akvasas a vavakant; krudhi avai, kard aghnutai vividvant* 
gvas: raanus patis varnatn avisams kamanti svabhjam gharmam 
vastram avibhjams ka varna na asti. 

Tat kukruvants avis agram a bhugat. 

[DAS] SCHAF (JND [DDBJ BOSSE 

[Ein] schaf, [aufj welchem wolle nicbt war (ein geschorenes 
schaf) sah rosse, das [einen] schweren wagen fahrend, das [eine] 
grosse last, das [einen] menschen schnell tragend. [Das] schaf 
sprach (zu den] rossen: [Das] herz wird beengt [in] mir (es that 
rair hcrzlich Icid), sehcnd [den] menschen [die] rosse treibend. 

[Die] rosse sprachen : Hore schaf, [das] herz wird beengt [in 
den] gusehcn-habcndun (es tlmt uiis herzlich leid, da wir wissen): 
[dor] inensch, [der] herr macht [die] wolle [der] schafe [zu einem] 
warmen kleido [fiir] sich und [den] schafen ist nicht wolle (die 
Hcliafo aber haben keine wolle mehr, sie werden geschoren; es 
gcht ihnen noch schlechtcr als den rossen). 

Dies gchort habcnd bog (ontwich) [das] schaf [auf das] feld 
(es machte sich aus dem staubc). 

The question here naturally arises: Is it possible in the way 
initiated by Schleicher to reconstruct extinct linguistic stages, 
and what degree of probability can be attached to the forms thus 
created by linguists ? The answer certainly must be that in some 
instances the reconstruction may have a very strong degree of 
probability, namely, if the data on which it is based are unam¬ 
biguous and the form to bo reconstructed is not far removed 
from that or those actually found ; but that otherwise any re¬ 
construction becomes doubtful, and naturally the more so according 
to the extent of the reconstruction (as when a whole text is con- 
structeil) and to the distance in time that intervenes between the 
known and the unknown stage. If we look at the genitives of 
Lat. gemis and Gr. ginoa, which are found as generis and ginoiu, 
it is easy to see that both presuppose a form with a between two 
vowels, as wo see a great many intervocalic a’s becoming r in Latin 
and disappearing in Greek ; but when Schleichc? gives as the 
prototype of both (and of corresponding forms in the other lan¬ 
guages) Aryan ganaaaa, ho oversteps the limits of the permissible 
in so far as lie ascribes to the vowels definite sounds not really 
warranted by the known forms If we knew the modem Scan¬ 
dinavian languages and English only, we should not hesitate to 
give to the Proto-Gothonic genitive of the word for ‘ mother ’ 
the ending -a, of. Dan. modcra, E. motAer'a ; but G. der mutter 
suffices to show that the conclusion is not safe, and as a matter 
of fact, both in Old Norse and in Old English the genitive of this 
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word is without an s. An analogous case is presented when 
Schleicher reconstructs the nom. of the word for ‘ father ’ as 
paUira, because he presupposes -s as the invariable sign of every 
nom. sg. masc., although in this particular word not a tingle one 
of the old languages has •« in the nominative. All Schleicher's 
reconstructions are based on the assumption that Primitive Aryan 
had a very simple structure, only few consonant and fewer vowel 
sounds, and great regularity in morphology ; but. as we shall s<'o. 
this assumption is completely gratuitous and was ezplodtHl only 
a few years after his death. Gabelentz (Spr 182), therefore, was 
right when he said, with a certain irony, that the Aryan urtpraeke 
had changed beyond recognition in the short time betwetm 
Schleicher and Brugraann. The moral to bo drawn from all 
this seems to be that hypothetical and starred forms should bo 
used sparingly and with the oztromest caution. 

With regard to inferential forms denoted by a star, the follow¬ 
ing note may not be out of place here. Th»ir purely theoretical 
character is not always realized. An example will iilustrale what 
I mean. If etymological dictionaries give as the origin of F. 
tn^Tiasrc (OF. nviisnagc) a Ijatin form *»n<iH.vion<i/»cum, the etymology 
may bo cori?ot although such a I.*atin word may never at any 
time have been uttered. The word was framed at sonu' date, 
no one knows exactly when, from the wortl which at various 
times had the forms (acc.) nuinsvtrum, *mmutnr, by 

means of the ending which at first had the form -alicum (us 
in viaticum), and finally (through several inU-rmediat«* stHg»>s) 
became -age ; but at what stage of each t he two elements met to 
make the word which eventually became mimige, no one can b'll, 
so that the only thing really asserted is that if the word ha<l lK*en 
formed at a very early date (which is far from probable) it would 
have been mansiutwlintm. It would, th«*refore, p«Tliaj>H bo more 
correct to say that the word is from nuttusione -f -aiicum. 

m.—§7. Curtins, Madvig, and Specialists. 

Second only to Schleicher among the linguists of those days 
was Georg Curtius (1820-85), at one time his colleague in the 
University of Prague. Curtius’s special study was Greek, and his 
books on the Greek verb and on Greek etymology cleared up a 
great many doubtful points; he also contributed very much to 
bridge the gulf betw'een classical philology and Aryan linguistics. 
His views on general questions were embotlicd in the book Zur 
Chronoiogie der indogermanischeti Sprachforechung (1873). While 
Schleicher died when his fame was at its highest and his theories 
Were seemingly victorious in all the leading circles, Curtius had 



84 MIDDLE OF NINETEENTH CENTURY [ch. ni 

the misfortune to see a generation of younger men, including some 
of his own best disciples, such as Brugmann, advance theories that 
seemed to him to be in conflict with the most essential principles 
of his cherished science; and though he himself, like Schleicher, 
had always been in favour of a stricter observance of sound- 
laws than his predecessors, his last book was a polemic against 
those younger scholars who carried the same point to the excess 
of admitting no exceptions at all, who believed in innumerable 
analogical formations even in the old languages, and whose re¬ 
constructions of primitive forms appeared to the old man as 
deprived of that classical beauty of the uraprache which was 
represented in his own and Schleicher’s works (Zar Kritik der 
neueaten Sprachforachung, 1885). But this is anticipating. 

If Curtius was a comparativist with a sound knowledge of 
classical philology, Johan Nikolai Madvig was pre-eminently a 
classical philologist who took a great interest in general linguistics 
and brought his critical acumen and sober common sense to bear 
on many of the problems that exercised the minds of his contem¬ 
poraries. He was opposed to everything of a vague and mystical 
nature in the current theories of language and disliked the tendency 
of some scholars to find deep-lying mysterious powers at the root 
of linguistic phenomena. But he probably went too far in his 
rationalism, for example, when he entirely denied the existence 
of the sound-symbolism on which Humboldt had expatiated. 
He laid much stress on the identity of the linguistic faculty in 
all ages: the first speakers had no more intention than people 
to-day of creating anything systematic or that would be good 
for all times and all occasions—^they could have no other object 
in view than that of making themselves understood at the moment; 
hence the want of system which we find everywhere in langua^: 
a different number of oases in singular and plural, different endings, 
etc. liladvig did not escape some inconsistencies, as when he 
himself would explain the use of the soft vowel a to denote the 
feminine gender by a kind of sound-symbolism, or when he thought 
it posubie to deterunne in wbat order the Cerent grammatical 
ideas presented themselves to primitive man (tense relation first 
in the verb, number before case in the noun). He attached too 
little value to phonological and etymological research, but on 
the whole hia views were sounder than many which were set forth 
on the same subjects at the time; his papers, however, were very 
little known, partly because they were written in Danish, partly 
because his style was extremely heavy and difficult, and when 
he finally brought out his Kkine phUologiaehe aekriften in German 
(1875), he expressed his regret in the preface at finding that 
many of the theories he had put forward yews before in Danish 
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had in the meantime been independently arrived at by Whitney, 
who had had the advant^ie of expresaing them in a world-language. 

One of the most important features of the period with which 
we are here dealing is the development of a number of special 
branches of historical linguistics on a comparative basis, Curtius’s 
work on Greek might be cited as one example; in the same way 
there were specialists in Sanskrit (Westergaard and Benfey among 
others), in Slavonic (Miklosich and Schleicher), in Keltic (Zeuss), 
etc. Grimm had numerous followers in the Gothonic or Germanic 
field, while in Romanic philology there was an active and flourishing 
school, headed by Friedrich Diez, whose Qrammatik der romaniaehen 
Bprachen and Etymologisches Wdrterbuch der romanischm Sprachen 
were perhaps the best introduction to the methodical study of 
linguistics that anyone could desire; the writer of these lines 
looks back with the greatest gratitude to that period of his youth 
when he had the good fortune to make the acquaintance of these 
truly classical works. Ever 3 rthing was so well arranged, so care¬ 
fully thought out and so lucidly explained, that one had every¬ 
where the pleasant feeling that one was treading on firm ground, 
the more so as the basis of the whole was not an artificially con¬ 
structed nebulous uraprache, but the familiar forms and words of 
an historical language. Here one witnessed the gradual differ¬ 
entiation of Latin into seven or eight distinct languages, whoso 
development it was possible to follow century by century in well- 
authenticated texts. The picture thus displayed before one’s 
eyes of actual linguistic growth in all domains—sounds, forms, 
word-formation, syntax—and (a very important corollary) of the 
interdependence of these domains, could not but leave a very 
strong impression—^not merely enthusiasm for what had been 
achieved here, but also a salutary skepticism of theories in other 
fields which had not a similarly solid basis. 

□L—§8. Max Hflller and Whitney. 

Working, as we have seen, in many fields, linguists bad now 
brought to light a shoal of interesting facts affecting a great many 
languages and had put forth valuable theories to explain these 
facts; but most of their work remained difficult of access except 
to the specialist, uid very little was done by the experts to impart 
to educated people in general those results of the new science 
which might be enjoyed without deeper study. But in 1861 Max 
Mailer gave the first series of those Letturea on the Science of 
tainguage which, in numerous editions, did more than anything 
else to popularize linguistics and served to initiate a great many 
Btudenta into our aoienoe. In many ways these leotures were 
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excellently adapted for this purpose, for the author had a certain 
knack of selecting interesting illustrations and of presenting his 
subject in a way that tended to create the same enthusiasm for 
it that he felt himself. But his arguments do not bear a close 
inspection. Too often, after stating a problem, he is found to fly 
ofi at a tangent and to forget what he has set out to prove for the 
sake of an interesting etymology or a clever paradox. He gives an 
uncritical acceptance to many of Schleicher’s leading ideas; thus, 
the science of linguistics is to him a physical science and has 
nothing to do with philology, which is an historical science If, 
however, we look at the book itself, we shall find that everything 
that he counts on to secure the interest of his reader, everything 
that made his lectures so popular, is really non-naturalistic : all 
those brilliant exposes of word-history are really li.wv^ historical 
anecdotes in a book on social evolution; they may have some 
bearing on the fundamental problems, but these are rarely or 
never treated as real problems of natural science. Nor does he, 
when taken to task, maintain his view very seriously, but partly 
retracts it and half-heartedly ensconces himself behind the dictum 
that everything depends on the definition you give of ** physical 
science ” (see especially Ch 234, 442, 497)—thus calling forth 
Whitney’s retort that “ the implication here is that our author 
has a right at his own good pleasure to lay down such a definition 
of a physical science as should make the name properly applicable 
to the study of this particular one among the products of human 
capacities. ... So he may prove that a whale is a fish, if you only 
allow him to define what a fish is ” (M 23 f.). 

Though Schleicher and Max Muller in their own day had few 
followers in defining linguistics as a natural or ph^^ical science— 
the opposite view was taken, for instance, by Cmrtius (K 164), 
Madvig and Whitney—^there can be no doubt that the naturalistic 
point of view practically, though perhaps chiefly unconsciously, 
had wide-reaching effects on the history of linguistic science. It 
was intimately connected with the problems chiefly investigated 
and with the way in which they were treated. From Grimm 
through Pott to Schleicher and his contemporaries we see a growing 
interest in phonological comparisons; more and more “sound- 
laws” were discovered, and those found were more and more 
rigorously applied, with the result that etymological investigation 
was attended with a degree of exactness of which former genera¬ 
tions had no idea. But as these phonological studies were not, 
as a rule, based on a real, penetrating insight into the nature 
of speech-sounds, the work of the etymologist tended more and 
more to be purely mechanical, and the science of language was 
to a great extent deprived of those elements which are more 
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intimately connected with the human ‘soul.’ Isolated vowels 
and consonants were compared, isolated flexional forms and iso¬ 
lated words were treated more and more in detail and explained 
by other isolated forms and words in other languages, all of them 
being like dead leaves shaken off a tree rather than parts of a 
living and moving whole. The speaking individual and the speak¬ 
ing community were too much lost sight of. Too often compara- 
tivists gained a considerable acquaintance with the sound-laws 
and the grammatical forms of various languages without knowing 
much about those languages themselves, or at any rate without 
possessing any degree of familiarity with them. Schleicher was 
not blind to the danger of this. A short time before his death 
he brought out an Indogermaniache Chreaiomathie (Weimar, 1869), 
and in the preface he justifies his book by saying that “ it is of 
great value, besides learning the grammar, to be acquainted, how¬ 
ever slightly, with the languages themselves. For a comparative 
grammar of related languages lays stress on what is common to 
a language and its sisters ; consequently, the languages may appear 
more alike than they are in reality, and their idiosyncrasies may 
be thrown into the shade. Linguistic specimens form, therefore, 
an indispensable supplement to comparative grammar.” Other 
and even more weighty reasons might have been adduced, for 
grammar is after all only one side of a language, and it is certainly 
the best plan, if one wants to understand and appreciate the 
position of any language, to start with some connected texts 
of tolerable length, and only afterwards to see how its forms are 
related to and may be explained by those of other languages. 

Though the mechanical school of linguists, with whom historical 
and comparative phonology was more and more an end in itself, 
prevailed to a great extent, the trend of a few linguists was different. 
Among these one must especially mention Heymann Steinthal, 
who drew his inspiration from Humboldt and devoted numerous 
works to the psychology of language. Unfortunately, Steinthal was 
greatly inferior to Schleicher in clearness and consistency of 
thought: ” When I read a work of Steinthal’s, and even many 
parts of Humboldt, I feel as if walking through shifting clouds,” 
Max M&ller remarks, with good reason, in a letter [Life, i. 256). 
This obscurity, in connexion with the remoteness of Steinthal’s 
studies, which ranged from Chinese to the language of the Mande 
negroes, but paid little regard to European languages, prevented 
him from exerting any powerful influence on the linguistic thought 
of his generation, except perhaps through his emphatic assertion 
of the truth that language can only be understood and explained 
by means of psychology: his explanation of syntactic attraction 
paved the way for much in Paul’s Prinzipien. 
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The leading exponent of general linguistics after the deatii of 
Schleicher was the American William Dwight Whitney, whose 
books, Language and the Study of Language (first ed. 1867) and 
its replica. The Life and Growth of Language (1876), were translated 
into several languages and were hardly less popular than those 
of his anti^nist. Max Mfiller. Whitney's style is less brilliant 
than Max Miiller’s, and he scorns the cheap triumphs which the 
Iktter gains by the multiplication of interesting illustrations; 
he never wearies of running down Mllller’s paradoxes and incon¬ 
sistencies,^ from which he himself was spared by his greater general 
solidity and sobriety of thought. The chief point of divergence 
between them was, as already indicated, that Whitney looked 
upon language as a human institution that has grown slowly out 
of the necessity for mutual understanding; he was opposed to all 
kinds of mysticism, and words to him were conventional signs— 
not, of course, that he held that there ever was a gathering of 
people that settled the meaning of each word, but in the sense 
of “ resting on a mutual underatanding or a community of habit," 
no matter how brought about. But in spite of all differences 
between the two they are in many respects alike, when viewed from 
the coign of vantage of the twentieth century: both give expres¬ 
sion to the best that had been attained by fifty or sixty years of 
painstaking activity to elucidate the mysteries of speech, and 
especially of Aryan words and forms, and neither of them was 
deeply original enough to see through many of the fallacies of the 
young science. Consequently, their views on the structure of 
Proto-Aryan, on roots and their r61e, on the building-up and decay 
of the form-system, are essentially the same as those of their con¬ 
temporaries, and many of their theories have now crumbled away, 
including much of what they probably thought firmly rooted for 
all time. 

1 In numerous papers in North Am. Review and elsewhere, and finaUy 
in the pamphlet Max Mutter and the Science of Language, a Criticiem (New 
York, 1892). MCkller’s reply to the earlier attacks is found in Ohipe from 
a Oerman Workehop, vol. iv. 
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IV.—§ 1. Aohie?ements about 1870. 

In works of this period one frequently meets with expressions 
of pride and joy in the wonderful results that had been achieved 
in comparative linguistics in the course of a few decades. Thus 
Max Midler writes: “ All this becomes clear and intelligible by 
the light of Comparative Grammar; anomalies vanish, excep¬ 
tions prove the rule, and we perceive more plainly every day 
how in language, as elsewhere, the conflict between the freedom 
claimed by each individual and the resistance offered by the 
community at large establishes in the end a reign of law most 
wonderful, yet perfectly rational and intelligible ”; and again: 
“There is nothing accidental, nothing irregular, nothing without 
a purpose and meaning in any part of Greek or Latin grammar. 
No one who has once discovered this hidden life of language, 
no one who has once found out that what seemed to be merely 
anomalous and whimsical in language is but, as it were, a 
petrification of thought, of deep, curious, poetical, philosophical 
thought, will ever rest again till he has descended as far as he 
can descend into the ancient shafts of human speech,” etc. 
(Ch 41 f.). Whitney says: ‘‘The difference between the old 
haphazard style of etymologizing and the modem scientifio 
method lies in this: that the latter, while allowing everything 
to be theoretically possible, accepts nothing as actual which 
is not proved by sufficient evidence; it brings to bear upon 
each individual case a wide circle of related facts; it im¬ 
poses upon the student the necessity of extended comparison 
and cautious deduction; it makes him careful to inform himself 
as thoroughly as circumstances allow respecting the history of 
every word he deals with” (L 386). And Benfey, in his 
Qeschichie der Sprackwissenschaft (1869, see pp. 662 f. and 696), 
arrives at the conclusion that the investigation of Aryan languages 
has already attained a very great degree of certainty, and that 
the reconstruction of Primitive Aryan, both in grammar and 
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vocabulary, must be considered as in the main settled in such 
a way that only some details are still doubtful; thus, it is certain 
that the first person singular ended in -mi, and that this is a 
phonetic reduction of the pronoun ma, and that the word for 
* horse * was ahva. This feeling of pride is certainly in a g^eat 
measure justified if we compare the achievements of linguistic 
science at that date with the etymologies of the eighteenth 
Century; it must also be acknowledged that 90 per cent, 
of the etymologies in the best-known Aryan languages which 
must be recognized as established beyond any reasonable doubt 
had already been discovered before 1870, while later investi¬ 
gations have only added a small number that may be considered 
firmly established, together with a great many more or less 
doubtful collocations. But, on the other hand, in the light of 
later research, we can now see that much of what was then con¬ 
sidered firm as a rook did not deserve the implicit trust then 
placed in it. 


IV.—§2. New Discoveries. 

This is true in the first place with regard to the phonetic 
structure ascribed to Proto-Aryan. A series of brilliant dis¬ 
coveries made about the year 1880 profoundly modified the 
views of scholars about the consonantal and still more about 
the vocalic system of our family of languages. This is parti¬ 
cularly true of the so-called palatal law.i So long as it was 
taken for granted that Sanskrit had in all essential points pre¬ 
served the ancient sound system, while Greek and the other 
languages represented younger stages, no one could explain why 
Sanskrit in some cases had the palatals e and j (sounds approxi¬ 
mately like the initial soimds of E. chicken and joy) where 
the other languages have the velar sounds k and g. It was now 
recognized that so far from the distribution of the two classes 
of sounds in Sanskrit being arbitrary, it followed strict rules, 

1 Who was the discoverer of the palatal law T This has been hotly 
discussed, and as the law was in so far anticipated by other discoveries of 
the ’seventies as to be “ in the air," it is perhaps futile to try to fix the 
paternity on any single man. However, it seems now perfectly clear that 
Vilhelm Thomsen was the first to mention it in his lectures (1876), but 
unfortunately the full and able paper in which he intended to lay it before 
the world was delayed for a couple of years and then kept in his drawers 
when he heard that Johannes Semnidt was preparing a paper on the same 
subject: it was printed in 1920 in the second volume of ms SanUede Aptand- 
Unger (from the original manuscript). Esaias Tegn6r had found the law 
independently and ht^ printed five sheets of a book D« ariaka apr&kena 
pakUeder, which he withdrew when he found that CoUita and de Saussure 
had expressed similar views. Karl Vemer, too, had independently arrived 
at the same results; see his Afhmdtinger og Breve, 109ff., 306. 
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though these were not to be seen from Sanskrit itself. Where 
Sanskrit a following the consonant corresponded to Greek or 
Latin o, Sanskrit had velar k or g; where, on the other hand, 
it corresponded to Greek or Latin e, Sanskrit had palatal c or j. 
Thus we have, for instance, c in Sansk. co, ‘ and ’ = Greek te, 
Lat. ^ue, but k in kakSa = Lat. coxa ; the difference between 
the two consonants in a perfect like eakara, ‘ have done,' is 
dex)endent on the same vowel alternation as that of Greek 
Uloipa; e in the verb pacati, ‘cooks,’ as against k in the sub¬ 
stantive pakas, ‘cooking,’ corresponds to the vowels in Greek 
ligei as against UJgos, etc. All this shows that Sanskrit itself 
must once have had the vowels s and o instead of a ; before the 
front vowel e the consonant has then been fronted or palatalized, 
as cA in E. chicken is due to the following front vowel, while 
k has been preserved before o in cock, Sanskrit is thus shown 
to be in some important respects less conservative than Greek, 
a truth which was destined profoundly to modify many theories 
concerning the whole family of languages. As Curtius said, 
with some resentment of the change in view then taking place, 
“ Sanskrit, once the oracle of the rising science and trusted 
blindly, is now put on one side; instead of the traditional ex 
oriente lux the saying is now in oriente tenebra ” (K 97). 

The new views held in regard to Aryan vowels also resulted 
in a thorough revision of the theory of apophony (ablaut). The 
great mass of Aryan vowel alternations were shown to form a 
vast and singularly consistent system, the main features of which 
may be gathered from the following tabulation of a few select 
Greek examples, arranged into three columns, each representing 
one ‘ grade ’: 


I 

n 

in 

(1) p^tomai 

p6te 

eptdmai 

(B)4kho 

(s)6khoa 

^khon 

(2) leipd 

Idloipa 

dlipon 

(3) pedthomai 

— 

eputhdmSn 

(4) d4rkomai 

dddorka 

^rakon 

(6) teind (*tenjo) 

tdnos 

tat6s 


It is outside our scope to show how this scheme gives us a 
natural clue to the vowels in such verbs as E. I ride, II rode, HI 
ridden (2), G. I toerde, II ward, HI geworden (4), or I biude, II 6and, 
m gebunden (6). It will be seen from the Greek examples that 
grade I is throughout characterized by the vowel e and grade 
n by the vowel o; as for grade III, the vowel of I and II has 
entirely disappeared in (1), where there is no vowel between the 
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two consonants, and in (2) and (3), where the element found 
after e and o and forming a diphthong with these has now 
become a full (syllabic) vowel • and u by itself. In (4) Sanskrit 
has in grade III a syllabic r {adrfam = Gr. idrakon), while 
Greek has ra, or in some instances ar, and Gk>thonic has ur or or 
according to the vowel of the following syllable. It was this 
fact that suggested to Brugmann his theory that in (6) Greek o, 
Lat. in, Goth, un in the third grade originated in syllabic n, and 
that tatds thus stood for *tnt(!a ; he similarly explained Gr. dika, 
Lat. decern. Gothic taihun, E. ten from *dekm with syllabic m. 
1 do not believe that his theory is entirely correct; but so 
much is certain, that in all instances grade HI is characterized 
by a reduction of the vowel that appears in the two other 
grades as e and o, and there can be no doubt that this reduction 
is due to want of stress. This being so, it becomes impossible 
to consider lip the original root-form, which in hip and loip has 
baen extended, and the new theory of apophony thus disposes 
of the old theory, based on the Indian grammarians’ view that 
the shortest form was the root-form, which was then raised 
through ‘ guna * and ‘ vrddhi.’ This now is reversed, and the 
fuller form is shown to be the oldest, which in some cases was 
shortened according to a process paralleled in many living 
languages. Bopp was right in his rejection of Grimm’s theory 
of an inner, significatory reason for apophony, as apophony is 
now shown to have been due to a mechanical cause, though a 
(Merent one from that suggested by Bopp (see above, p. 53); 
and Grimm was also wrong in another respect, because apophony 
is found from the first in noun-formations as well as in verbs, 
where Grimm believed it to have been instituted to indicate 
tense differences, with which it had originally nothing to do. 
Apophony even appears in other syllables than the root syllable; 
the new view thus quite naturally paved the way for skepticism 
with regard to the old doctrine that Aryan roots were necra- 
scuily monosyllabic; mid scholars soon began to admit diasyllabio 
‘ bases ’ in place of the old roots; instead of Up, the earliest 
accessible form thus came to be something like hipo or hipe. 
In this way the new vowel system had far-reaching consequences 
and made linguists look upon many problems in a new light. It 
should be noted, however, that the mechanical explanation of 
apophony from difference in accent applies only to grade III, in 
contradistinction to grades I and H; the reason of the alter¬ 
nation between the e of I and the o of II is by no means clear. 

The investigations leading to the discovery of the palatal 
law and the new theory of apophony were only a part of the 
immense labour of a number of able linguists in the ’seventief 
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and ’eightiefif which cleared up many obsouxe points in Aryan 
phonology and morphology. One of the most famous dis* 
coveries was that of the Dane Elarl Verner, that a whole series 
of consonant alternations in the old Gothonic languages was 
dependent on accent, and (more remarkable still) on the pri¬ 
meval accent, preserved in its oldest form in Sanskrit only, and 
differing from that of modern Gothonic languages in resting in 
some instances on the ending and in others on the root. When 
it was realized that the fact that German has t in voter, but d 
in bruder, was due to a different accentuation of the two words 
three or four thousand years ago, or that the difference between 
« and r in E. woe and were was connected with the fact that per¬ 
fect singulars in Sanskrit are stressed on the root, but plurals on 
the ending, this served not only to heighten respect for the 
linguistic science that was able to demonstrate such truths, but 
also to increase the feeling that the world of sounds was subject 
to strict laws comparable to those of natural science. 

IV.—§3. Phonetic Laws and Analogy. 

The ‘ blind ’ operation of phonetic laws became the chief 
tenet of a new school of ‘ young-grammarians ’ or ‘ junggram- 
matiker ’ (Brugmann, Delbrlick, Osthoff, Paul and others), who 
somewhat noisily flourished tlieir advance upon earlier linguists 
and justly roused the anger not only of their own teachers, 
including Curtius, but also of fellow-students like Johannes 
Schmidt and Collitz. For some years a fierce discussion took 
place on the principles of linguistic science, in which young- 
grammarians tried to prove deductively the truth of their 
favourite thesis that “ Sound-laws admit of no exceptions ” 
(first, it seems, enounced by Leskien). Osthoff wrongly main¬ 
tained that sound changes belonged to physiology and analogical 
change to psychology; but though that distribution of the two 
kinds of change to two different domains was untenable, the 
distinction in itself was important and proved a valuable, 
though perhaps sometimes too easy instrument in the hands 
of the historical grammarian. It was quite natural that those 
who insisted on undeviating phonetic laws should turn their 
attention to those cases in which forms appeared that did not 
conform to these laws, and try to explain them; and thus they 
inevitably were led to recognize the immense importance of ana¬ 
logical formations in the economy of all languages. Such forma¬ 
tions had long been known, but little attention had been paid 
to them, and they were generally termed ‘false analogies’ and 
looked upon as corruptions or inorganic formations found only 
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or chiefly ia a degenerate age, in which the true meaning and 
composition of the old forms was no longer understood. Men 
like Curtius were scandalized at the younger school explaining 
so many even of the noble forms of ancient Greek as due to this 
upstart force of analogy. His opponents contended that the 
name of * false analogy ’ was wrong and misleading: the analogy 
in itself was perfect and was handled with unerring instinct in 
each case. They likewise pointed out that analogical formations, 
BO far from being perversions of a late age, really represented one 
of the vital principles of language, without which it could never 
have come into existence. 

One of the first to take the new point of view and to explain 
it clearly was Hermann Paul. I quote from an early article 
(as translated by Sweet, CP 112) the following passages, which 
really struck a new note in linguistic theory: 

“There is one simple fact which should never be left out of 
sight, namely, that even in the parent Indogermanic language, 
long before its split-up, there were no longer any roots, stems, 
and suffixes, but only ready-made words, which were employed 
without the slightest thought of their composite nature. And 
it is only of such ready-made words that the store is composed 
from which everyone draws when he speaks. He has no stock 
of stems and terminations at his disposal from which he could 
construct the form required for each separate occasion. Not 
that he must necessarily have heard and learnt by heart every 
form he uses. This would, in fact, be impossible. He is, on the 
contrary, able of himself to form cases of nouns, tenses of verbs, etc., 
which he has either never heard or else not noticed specially; 
but, as there is no combining of stem and suffix, this can only 
be done on the pattern of the other ready-made combinations 
which he has learnt from his fellows. These latter are first 
learnt one by one, and then gradually associated into groups 
which correspond to the grammatical categories, but are never 
clearly conceived as such without special training. This grouping 
not only greatly aids the memory, but also makes it possible to 
produce other combinations. And this is what we call analogy'* 

“ It is, therefore, clear that, while speaking, everyone is 
incessantly producing analogical forms. Reproduction by memory 
and new-formation by means of association are its two indis¬ 
pensable factors. It is a mistake to assume a language as given 
in grammar and dictionary, that is, the whole body of possible 
words and forms, as something concrete, and to forget that it 
is nothing but an abstraction devoid of reality, and that the 
actnal language exists only in the individual, from whom it cannot 
be separated even in scientific investigation, if we will understand 
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its nature and development. To comprehend the existence of 
each separate spoken form, we must not ask ‘ Is it current in the 
language or * Is it conformable to the laws of the language 
as deduced by the grammarians ? * but ‘ Has he who has just 
employed it previously had it in his memory, or has he formed 
it himself for the first time, and, if so, according to what ana¬ 
logy ?' When, for instance, anyone employs the plural milben 
in German, it may be that he has learnt it from others, or else 
that he has only heard the singular milbe, but knows that such 
words as lerche, schioalbe, etc., form their plural lerchen, etc., so 
that the association milbe-milben is unconsciously suggested to 
him. He may also have heard the plural milhen, but remembers 
it so imperfectly that he would forget it entirely were it not 
associated in his mind with a scries of similar forms which help 
him to recall it. It is, therefore, often difficult to determine the 
share memory and creative fancy have had in each separate 
case.” 

Linguists thus set about it seriously to think of language in 
terms of speaking individuals, who have learnt their mother- 
tongue in the ordinary way, and who now employ it in their 
daily intercourse with other men and women, without in each 
separate case knowing what they owe to others and what they 
have to create on the spur of the moment. Just as Sokrates 
fetched philosophy down from the skies, so also now linguists 
fetched words and forms down from vocabularies and grammars 
and placed them where their natural home is, in the minds and 
on the lips of ordinary men who are neither lexicographers nor 
grammarians, but who nevertheless master their language with 
sufficient ease and correctness for all ordinary purposes. Linguists 
now were confronted with some general problems which had not 
greatly troubled their predecessors (with the solitary exception 
of BredsdorS, whose work was entirely overlooked), namely. 
What are the causes of changes in language ? How are they 
brought about, and hov should they be classified ? Many 
articles on these questions appeared in linguistic periodicals about 
the year 1880, but the profoundest and fullest treatment was 
found in a masterly book by H. Paul, Prinzipien der Sprach- 
geachichie, the first edition of which (1880) exercised a very con¬ 
siderable influence on linguistic thought, while the subsequent 
editions were constantly enlarged and improved so as to contain 
a wealth of carefully sifted material to illustrate the various pro¬ 
cesses of linguistio change. It should also be noted that Paul 
paid more and more attention to 83 mtax, and that this part of 
grammar, which had been neglected by Bopp and Schleicher 
and their contemporaries, was about this time taken up by some 
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of the leading linguists, who showed that the comparative and 
historical method was capable of throwing a flood of light on 
syntax no less than on morphology (Belbrtick, Ziemer). 

IV.— §4. General Tendencies. 

While linguists in the ’eighties were taking up, as we have 
seen, a great many questions of vast general importance that had 
not been treated by the older generation, on the other hand they 
were losing interest in some of the problems that had occupied 
their predecessors. This was the case with the question of the 
ultimate origin of grammatical endings. So late as 1869 Benfey 
included among Bopp’s ‘ brilliant discoveries ’ his theory that 
the « of the aorist and of the future was derived from the verb 
aa, ‘to be,’ and that the endings of the Latin imperfect -bam 
and future -ho were from the synonymous verb fu = Sanskrit 
hhu (Gesch 377), and the next year Raumer reckons the same 
theories among Bopp’s ‘ most important discoveries.’ But soon 
after tliis we see that speculations of this kind somehow go out 
of fashion. One of the last books to indulge in them to any 
extent is Scherer’s once famous Zur Geschichte der deutschen 
Sprache (2nd ed., 1878), in the eighth chapter of which the writer 
disports himself among primitive roots, endings, prepositions 
and pronouns, which he identifies and differentiates with such 
extreme boldness and confidence in his own wild fancies that 
a sober-minded man of the twentieth century cannot but feel 
dazed and giddy. The ablest linguists of the new school simply 
left these theories aside: no new explanations of the same 
description were advanced, and the old ones were not sub¬ 
stantiated by the ascertained phenomena of living languages. 
So much was found in these of the most absorbing interest that 
scholars ceased to care for what might lie behind Proto-Aryan; 
some even went so far as to deprecate m strong expressions any 
attempts at what they termed ‘ glottogonic ’ theories. To these 
matter-of-fact linguists all speculations as to the ultimate origin 
of language were futile and nebulous, a verdict which might be 
In no small degree justified by much of what had been written 
on the subject by quasi-philosophers and quasi-linguists. The 
aversion to these questions was shown as early as 1866, when 
La Soci^to de Linguistique was founded in Paris. Section 2 of 
the statutes of the Society expressly states that “ La Soci^to 
n’admet auoune communication concemant, soit I’origine du 
langage, soit la creation d’une langue universelle ”—^both of them 
questions which, as they can be treated in a scientific spirit, 
i^ould not be left exdusively to dilettanti. 
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The last forty years have witnessed an extraordinary activity 
on the part of scholars in investigating all domains of the Aryan 
languages in the light of the new general views and by the aid 
of the methods that have now become common property. 
Phonological investigations have no doubt had the lion’s share 
and have to a great extent been signalized by that real insight 
into physiological phonetics which had been wanting in earlier 
linguists; but very much excellent work has also been done in 
morphology, syntax and semantics; and in all these domains 
much has been gained by considering words not as mere isolated 
units, but as parts of sentences, or, better, of connected speech. 
In phonetics more and more attention has been paid to sentence 
phonetics and ‘ sandhi phenomena ’; the heightened interest in 
everything concerning ‘ accent ’ (stress and pitch) has also led 
to investigations of sentence-stress and sentence-melody; the 
intimate connexion between forms and their use or function in 
the sentence, in other words their syntax, has been more and 
more recognized ; and finally, if semantics (the study of the signi¬ 
fications of words) has become a real science instead of being a 
curiosity shop of isolated specimens, this has only been rendered 
possible through seeing words as connected with other words to 
form complete utterances. But this change of attitude could 
not have been brought about unless linguists had studied texts 
in the different languages to a far greater extent than had been 
done in previous periods ; thus, naturally, the antagonism formerly 
often felt between the linguistic and the purely philological study 
of the same language has tended to disappear, and many scholars 
have produced work both in their particular branch of linguistics 
and in the corresponding philology. There can be no doubt that 
this development has been profitable to both domains of scientific 
activity. 

Another beneficial change is the new attitude taken with 
regard to the study of living speech. The science of linguistics 
had long stood in the sign of Cancer and had been constantly 
looking backwards—^to its own great loss. Now, with the greater 
stress laid on phonetics and on the psychology of language, the 
necessity of observing the phenomena of actual everyday speech 
was more clearly perceived. Among pioneers in this respect I 
must specially mention Henry Sweet; now there is a steadily 
growing interest in living speech as the necessary foundation of 
all general theorizing. And with interest comes ^owledge. 

It is outside the purpose of this volume to give the history 
of linguistio study during the last forty years in the same way 
as I have attempted to give it for the period before 1880, and I 
must therefore content myself with a few brief remarks on 

7 
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general tendencies. 5 even withstand the temptation to try and 
characterize the two greatest works on general linguistics that 
have appeared during this period, those by Georg v. d. Gabelentz 
and Wilhelm Wundt: important and in many ways excellent 
os they are, they have not exercised the same influence on con¬ 
temporary linguistic research as some of their predecessors. 
Personally 1 owe incomparably much more to the former than 
to the latter, who is much less of a linguist than of a jMychologist 
and whose pages seem to me often richer in words than in fertil¬ 
izing ideas. As for the rest, I can give only a bare alphabetical 
list of some of the writers who during this period have dealt with 
the more general problems of linguistic change or linguistic 
theory, and must not attempt any appreciation of their works: 
Bally, Bandouin de Courtenay, Bloomfleld, Brtel Delbrtlck, van 
Ginneken, Hale, Henry, Hirt, Axel Kook, Meillet Meringer, Noreen, 
Oertel, Pedersen, Sandfeld (Jensen), de Saussure, Schuchardt, 
Seohehaye, Streitberg, Sturtevant, Sfltterlin, Sweet, Uhlenbeck, 
Vossler, Wechssler. In the following parts of my work there 
will be many opportunities of mentioning their views, especially 
when I disagree with them, for I am afraid it will be impossible 
alwa 3 rB to indioate what I owe to their suggestions. 

In the history of linguistic science we have seen in one period 
a tendency to certain large syntheses (the classification of 
languages into isolating, agglutinartive and flexional, and the 
corresponding theory of three periods with its corollary touching 
the origin of flexional endings), and we have seen how these 
syntheses were later discredited, though never actually disproved, 
linguists contenting themselves with detailed comparisons and 
explanations of single words, forms or sounds without troubling 
about their ultimate origin or about the evolutionary tendencies 
of the whole system or structure of language. The question may 
therefore be raised, were Bopp and Schleicher wrong in attempt¬ 
ing these large syntheses t It would appear from the expressions 
of some modem linguists that they thought that any such com¬ 
prehensive generalization or any glottogonic theory were in itself 
of evil. But this can never be admitted. Science, of its very 
nature, aims at larger and larger generalizations, more and more 
comprehensive formulas, so as Anally to bring about that ** uni¬ 
fication of knowledge ” of which Herbert Spencer speaks. It was 
therefore quite right of the early linguists to propoimd those 
great questions; and their failure to solve them in a way that 
could satisfy the stricter demands of a later generation should 
not be charged too heavily against them. It was also quite 
right of the modems to reject their premature solutions (though 
this was often done without any adequate examination), but 
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it was decidedly wrong to put the questions out of court alto- 
gether.^ These great questions have to be put over and over 
again, till a complete solution is found ; and the refusal to face 
these diflSculties has produced a certain barrenness in modern 
linguistics, which must strike any impartial observer, however 
much he admits the fertility of the science in detailed investi¬ 
gations. Breadth of vision is not conspicuous in modern 
linguistics, and to my mind this lack is chiefly due to the fact 
that linguists have neglected all problems connected with a 
valuation of language. What is the criterion by which one word 
or one form should be preferred to another ? (most linguists 
refuse to deal with such questions of preference or of correctness 
of speech). Are the changes that we see gradually taking place 
in languages to be considered as on the whole beneficial or the 
opposite ? (most linguists pooh-pooh such questions). Would it 
be possible to construct an international language by which 
persons in different countries could easily communicate with 
one another ? (most linguists down to the present day have 
looked upon all who favour such ideas as visionaries and Uto¬ 
pians). It is my firm conviction that such questions as these 
admit of really scientific treatment and should be submitted to 
serious discussion. But before tackling those of them which 
fall within the plan of this work, it will be well to deal with some 
fundamental facts of what is popularly called the ‘ life ’ of language, 
and first of all with the manner in which a child acquires its 
mother-tongue. For as language exists only in individuals and 
means some specific activities of human beings which are not 
inborn, but have to be learnt by each of them separately from 
his fellow-beings, it is important to examine somewhat in detail 
how this interaction of the individual and of the surrounding 
society is brought about. This, then, will occupy us in Book II. 

* “Es ist ^Mer, bei solchen versuchen zu irren ala ear nicht darOber 
nachzudonken," Curtiua, K 145. * aaruDer 
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V.—§L Eram Soreaming to Talldiig. 

A Dakibh philosopher has said: “ In his whole life man achieves 
nothing so great and so wonderful as what he achieved when he 
learnt to talk.” When Darwin was asked in which three years 
of his life a man learnt most, he said: “ The first three.” 

A child’s linguistic development covers three periods—the 
screaming time, the crowing or babbling time, and the talking 
time. But the last is a long one, and must again be divided into 
two periods—^that of the “little language,” the child’s own 
language, and that of the common language or language of the 
oommi^ty. In the former the child is linguistically an indi¬ 
vidualist, in the latter he is more and more socialized. 

Of the screaming time little need be said. A child’s scream 
is not uttered primarily as a means of conveying anything to 
others, and so far is not properly to be called speech. But if 
from the child’s side a scream is not a way of telling anything, 
its elders may still read something in it and hurry to relieve the 
trouble. And if the child comes to remark—as it soon will— 
that whenever it cries someone comes and brings it something 
pleasant, if only company, it will not be long till it makes use of 
this instrument whenever it is uneasy or wants something. The 
■cream, which was at first a refiez action, is now a voluntary action. 
And many parents have discovered that the child has learnt to 
its power of screaming to exercise a tyrannical power over 
them—so that they have had to walk up and down all night with 
a screaming child that prefers this way of spending the night to 
l^g quietly in ito cradle. The only course is brutally to let the 
baby scream till it is tired, and persist in never letting it get its 
desire because it screams for it, but only because what it desires 
is good for it. The child learns its lesson, and a scream is once 
more what it was at first, an involuntary, irresistible remit of the 
fact that something is wrong. 
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Soreaming has, however, another side. It is of physiological 
value as an exercise of all the muscles and appliances which are 
afterwards to be called into play for speech and song. Nurses 
say—and there may be something in it—^that the child who screams 
loudest as a baby becomes the best singer later. 

Babbling time produces pleasanter sounds which are more 
-adapted for the purposes of speech. Cooing, crowing, babbling— 
i.e. utteiing meaningless sounds and series of sounds—^is a delightful 
exercise like sprawling with outstretched arms and legs or trying 
to move the tiny fingers. It has been well said that for a long 
time a child’s dearest toy is its tongue—that is, of course, not the 
tongue only, but the other organs of speech as well, especially 
the lips and vocal chords. At first the movements of these organs 
are as uncontrolled as those of the arms, but gradually they become 
more systematic, and the boy knows what sound he wishes to 
utter and is in a position to produce it exactly. 

First, then, come single vowels or vowels with a single consonant 
preceding them, as la, ra, lo, etc., though a baby’s sounds cannot 
be identified with any of ours or written down with our letters. 
For, though the head and consequently the mouth capacity is 
disproportionally great in an infant and grows more rapidly than 
its limbs, there is stUl a great difference between its mouth capacity 
and that required to utter normal speech-sounds. I have else¬ 
where (FhQ, p. 81 fi.) given the results of a series of measurings 
of the jaw in children and adults and discussed the importance 
of these figures for phonetic theory: while there is no growth of 
any importance during the talking period (for a child of five may 
have the same jaw-length as a man of thirty-seven), the growth 
is enormous during the first months of a child’s life: in the case 
of my own child, from 45 mm. a few days after birth to 60 mm. 
at three months old and 75 mm. at eleven months, while the 
average of grown-up men is 99 mm. and of women 93 mm. The 
consequence is that the sounds of the baby are different from 
ours, and that even when they resemble ours the mechanism of 
production may be different from the normal one; when my son 
during the first weeks said something like la, I was able to see 
distinctly that the tip of the tongue was not at all in the position 
required for our {. This wsmt of congruence between the acoustic 
manners of operation in the infant and the adult no doubt gives 
us the key to many of the difficulties that have puzzled previous 
observers of small children. 

Babbling or crowing begins not earlier than the third week; 
it may be, not till the seventh or eighth week. The first sound 
exercises are to be regarded as muscular exercises pure and simple, 
as is clear from the fact that deaf-mutes amuse themselves with 
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them, although they cannot themselves hear them. But the 
moment comes when the hearing child finds a pleasure in hearing 
its own sounds, and a most important step is taken when the little 
one begins to hear a resemblance between the sounds uttered 
by its mother or nurse and its own. The mother will naturally 
answer the baby’s syllables by repeating the same, and when the 
baby recognizes the likeness, it secures an inexhaustible source 
of pleasure, and after some time reaches the next stage, when it 
tries itself to imitate what is said to it (generally towards the 
close of the first year). The value of this exercise cannot be 
over-estimated: the more that parents understand how to play 
this game with the baby—of saying something and letting the 
baby say it after, however meaningless the syllable-sequences that 
they make—the better will be the foundation for the child’s later 
acquisition and command of language. 

V.—§2. nnt Sounds. 

It is generally said that the order in which the child learns 
to utter the different sounds depends on their diflSculty: the easiest 
sounds arA produced first. That is no doubt true in the main; 
but when we go into details we find that different writers bring 
forward lists of sounds in different order. All are agreed, however, 
that among the consonants the labials, p, 6 and m, are early sounds, 
if not the earliest. The explanation has been given that the child 
can see the working of his mother’s lips in these sounds and there¬ 
fore imitates her movements. This implies far too much conscious 
thought on the part of the baby, who utters his ‘ ma ’ or ‘ mo * 
before he begins to imitate anything said to him by his surroundings. 
Moreover, it has been pointed out that the child’s attention is 
hardly ever given to its mother’s mouth, but is steadily fixed 
on her eyes. The real reason is probably that the labial muscles 
used to produce 6 or m are the same that the baby has exercised 
in sucking the breast or the bottle. It would be interesting to 
learn if blind children also produce the labial soimds first. 

Along with the labial sounds the baby produces many other 
sounds—vowel and consonant—and in these cases one is certain 
that it has not been able to see how these sounds are produced 
by its mother. Even in the case of the labials we know that 
what distinguishes m from 6, the lowering of the soft palate, and 
6 from p, the vibrations of the vocal chords, is invisible. Some 
of the sounds produced by means of the tongue may be too hard 
to pronounce till the muscles of the tongue have been exercised 
in consequence of the child having begun to eat more solid things 
than milk. 
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By the euu of the lELrst year the number of sounds which the 
little babbler has mastered is already considerable, and he loves 
to combine long series of the same syllables, dadadada . . 
nenenene . . . , bygnbygnbygn . . . , etc. That is a game which 
need not even cease when the child is able to talk actual language. 
It is strange that among an infant’s sounds one can often detect 
sounds—^for instance k, g, h, and uvular r—^which the child will find 
difficulty in producing afterwards when they occur in real words, 
or which may be unknown to the language which it will some day 
speak. The explanation lies probably in the difference between 
doing a thing in play or without a plan—^when it is immaterial 
which movement (sound) is made—and doing the same thing of 
fixed intention when this sound, and this sound only, is required, 
at a definite point in the syllable, and with this or that particular 
sound before and after. Accordingly, great difficulties come to 
be encountered when the child begins more consciously and syste¬ 
matically to imitate his elders. Some sounds come without effort 
and may be used incessantly, to the detriment of others which 
the child may have been able previously to produce in play; and 
a time even comes when the stock of sounds actually diminishes, 
while particular sounds acquire greater precision. Dancing masters, 
singing masters and gymnastic teachers have similar experiences. 
After some lessons the child may seem more awkward than it was 
before the lessons began. 

The ‘ little language ’ which the child makes for itself by 
imperfect imitation of the sounds of its elders seems so arbitrary 
that it may well be compared to the child’s first rude drawings 
of men and animals. A Danish boy named Onstav (1.6)^ called 
himself [dodado] and turned the name Kardine into [mm]. Other 
Danish children made skammd into [gramn] or [gap], elefant into 
[vat], Karen into [gaja], etc. A few examples from English 
children: Hilary M. (1.6) called Irdand (her sister) [a‘ni], 
Gordon M. (1.10) called MiUicent (his sister) [dadu*]. Tony E. 
(1.11) called his playmate Sheila [dubabud]. 


V.—§ 8. Sound-laws cd the Next Stage. 

As the child gets away from the peculiarities of his individual 
' little language,’ his speech becomes more regular, and a linguist 
can in many cases see reasons for his distortions of normal words. 
When he replaces one sound by another there is always some 
common element in the formation of the two sounds, which causes 

> In this book the age of a child is indicated by stating the number d 
yean and months completed i 1.0 thus means “ in the seventh month of 
the second year,” etc. 
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a kindred impression on the ear, though we may have difficulty 
in detecting it because we are so accustomed to noticing the 
difference. There is generally a certain system in the sound 
substitutions of children, and in many instances we are justified 
in speaking of * strictly observed sound-laws.’ Let us now look 
at some of these. 

Children in all countries tend to substitute [t] for [k]: both 
sounds are produced by a complete stoppage of the breath for the 
moment by the tongue, the only difference being that it is the 
back of the tongue whieh aets in one ease, and the tip of 
the tongue in the other. A child who substitutes I for k will 
also substitute d for p; if he says ' tat ’ for ’ cat ’ he will say 
‘ do ’ for * go.* 

£ is a difficult sound. Hilary M. (2.0) has no r’s in her speech. 
Initially they become ta, as in [wan] for ‘ run,’ medially between 
vowels they become I, as in [veli, beli] for ‘ very, berry,’ in conso¬ 
nantal combinations they are lost, as in [kai, hAf'\ for ‘cry, 
brush.’ Tony E. (1.10 to 3.0) for medial r between vowels first 
substituted d, as in [vedi] for ‘ very,’ and later g [vegi]; similarly 
in [mu'gi] for * Muriel,’ [tsegi] for ‘ carry ’; ho often dropped 
initial r, e.g. oom for ‘ room.’ It is not unusual for ehildren who 
use w for r in most combinations to say [tf'\ for tr and [ds] for dr, 
as in ‘ chee,’ * jawer ’ for * tree,’ ‘ drawer.’ This illustrates the 
fact that what to us is one sound, and therefore represented in 
writing by one letter, appears to the child’s ear as different sounds 
—and generally the phonetieian will agree with the child that 
there are really differences in the articulation of the sound according 
to position in the syllable and to surroundings, only the child 
exaggerates the dissimilarities, just as we in writing one and the 
same letter exaggerate the similarity. 

The two 1h sounds offer some difficulties and are often imitated 
as / and v respectively, as in ‘ frow ’ and ‘ muvver ’ for ‘ throw ’ 
and * mother ’; others say ‘ ze ’ or ‘ de ’ for ‘ the.’ Hilary M. 
(2.0) has great difficulty with A and s; th usually becomes [/], 
[b^, ti/, /ri*] for ‘ Beth,’ ‘ teeth,’ ‘ three ’; § becomes [/], 
e.g. [fran/i/, /ti’m] for ‘ XVancis,’ ‘ steam ’; in the same way 
t becomes [ 5 ] as in [labs, bous] for * loves,’ ‘ Bowes ’; tw becomes 
[fw] as in (fwi^, fwi’t] for ‘ swing,’ ‘ sweet.’ She drops I in conso¬ 
nantal combinations, e.g. [ki*n, kaim, kok, /i*p] for ’clean,’ 
‘climb,’ ‘clock,’ ‘sleep.’ 

Sometimes it requires a phonetician’s knowl^ge to understand 
the individual sound-laws of a child. Thus I pick out from some 
specimens given by O’Shea, p. 135 f. (girl, 2.9), the following 
words: pdl (smell), teeze (sneeze), poke (smoke), tow (snow), and 
formulate the rule: s -|- a nasal became the voiceless stop corre- 
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spending to the nasal, a kind of assimilation, in which the place 
of articulation and the mouth-closure of the nasals were preserved, 
and the sound was made unvoiced and non-nasal as the $. In 
other combinations m and n were intact. 

Some further faults are illustrated in Tony E.’s [t/ouz, pag, 
pus, tasm, pam, bask, prz, nous, ok, es, u*] for clothes, plug, push, 
tram, plum, black, please, nose, dock, yes, you. 


V.—§4. Groups of Sounds. 

Even when a sound by itself can be pronounced, the child 
often finds it hard to pronounce it when it forms part of a group 
of sounds. 8 is often dropped before another consonant, as in 
* tummy ’ for ‘ stomach.’ Other examples have already been 
given above. Hilary M. (2.0) had difficulty with Ip and said 
[haepl] for ‘ help.’ She also said [ointan] for ‘ ointment ’; 
C. M. L. (2.3) said ‘sikkums’ for ‘sixpence.’ Tony E. (2.0) 
turns grannie into [naegi]. When initial consonant groups are 
simplified, it is generally, though not always, the stop that remains: 

6 instead of hU, hr-, k instead of hr-, sk-, skr-, p instead of pi-, pr-, 
spr-, etc. For the groups occurring medially and finally no general 
rule seems possible. 

V.—§5. Mutilations and Reduplications. 

To begin with, the child is unable to master long sequences 
of syllables ; he prefers monosyllables and often emits them singly 
and separated by pauses. Even in words that to us are inseparable 
wholes some children will make breaks between syllables, e.g. 
Shef-field, Ing-land. But more often they will give only part 
of the word, generally the last syllable or syllables; hence we get 
pet-names like Bet or Beth for Elizabeth and forms like ‘ tatoes ’ 
for potatoes, ‘ chine ’ for machine, ‘ tina ’ for concertina, ‘ tash * 
for moustache, etc. Hilary M. (1.10) called an express-cart a 
press-cart, bananas and pyjamas na-ms and jamas. 

It is not, however, the production of long sequences of syllables 
in itself that is difficult to the child, for in its meaningless babbling 
it may begin very early to pronounce long strings of sounds without 
any break; but the difficulty is to remember what sounds have 
to be put together to bring about exactly this or that word. We 
grown-up people may experience just the same sort of difficulty 
if after hearing once the long name of a Bulgarian minister or a 
Sanskrit book we are required to repeat it at once. Hence we should 
not wonder at such pronunciations as [pekolout] for petticoat ot 
[efelent] for elephant (Beth M.. 2.6); Hilary M. called a eaterpiUa 
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a pillarccU. Other transpositions are aerrevcU for several and ocken 
for wncU ; cf. also wops for unisp. 

To explain the frequent reduplications found in children’s 
language it is not necessary, as some learned authors have done, 
to refer to the great number of reduplicated words in the lar^ages 
of primitive tribes and to see in the same phenomenon in our own 
children an atavistic return to primitive conditions, on the Hackelian 
assumption that the development of each individual has to pass 
rapidly through the same (‘ phylogenetic ’) stages as the whole 
lineage of his ancestors. It is simpler and more natural to refer 
these reduplications to the pleasure always felt in repeating the 
same muscular action until one is tired. The child will repeat 
over and over again the same movements of legs and arms, and 
we do the same when we wave our hand or a handkerchief or when 
we nod our head several times to signify assent, etc. When we 
laugh we repeat the same syllable consisting of h and a more or 
less indistinct vowel, and when we sing a melody without words 
we are apt to * reduplicate ’ indefinitely. Thus also with the 
little ones. Apart from such words as papa and mamma, to which 
we shall have to revert in another chapter (Vlll, § 9), children 
will often form words from those of their elders by repeating one 
syllable; of, puff-puff, gee-gee. Tracy (p. 132) records pepe for 
‘pencil,* kaka for ‘Carrie.* For a few weeks (1.11) Hilary M. 
reduplicated whole words, e.g. king-king, rirvg-ring (i.e. bell), 
vxUer-water. Tony F. (1.10) uses [touto] for his own name. 
Hence pet-names like Dodo ; they are extremely frequent in French 
—^for instance, Fifine, Lolotte, LoJo, Mimi; the name Daudet has 
arisen in a similar way from Glaudet, a diminutive of Claude. 

It is a similar phenomenon (a kind of partial reduplication) 
when sounds at a distance affect one another, as when Hilary M. 
(2.0) said [gogi] for doggie, [bobin] for Dobbin, [dezman din] for 
Jesmond Dene, [baikikl] for bicycle, [kekl] for ketOe. Tracy (p. 133) 
mentions bopoo for ‘ bottle,’ in which oo stands for the hollow 
sound of syllabic I. One correspondent mentions whoofing-cotigh 
for ‘ whooping-cough * (where the final sound has crept into the 
first word) and chicken-pops for ‘chicken-pox.’ Some children 
say ‘aneneme’ for anemone; and in S. L. (4.9) this caused a 
curious confusion during the recent war: “MotW, there must 
be two sorts of anenemics, flowers and Germans.” 

Dr. Henry Biadley once told me that his youngest child had 
a difficulty with the name Connie, which was made alternatingly 
[toni] and [kogi], in both cases with two consonants articulated 
at the same point. Similar instances are mentioned in German 
books on children’s language, thus gigarr for ‘zigure,’ baibift 



110 


SOUNDS 


[CH. V 

for * bleistift,* awtobobU (Meringer),* /(Oofafieren (Stern), ambam 
for ‘armband,* dan for 'dame,* pap for ‘patte* (Bonjat). I 
have given many Danish examples in my Danish book. Gram> 
mont’s child (see Milangea linguisHqttea offerts d A. MeiUet, 1002) 
carried through these changes in a most systematic way. 

V.—§6. Correotioii. 

The time comes when the child corrects his mistmres—^where 
it said * tat ’ it now says ‘ cat.* Here there are two possibilities 
which both seem to occur in actual life. One is that the child 
hears the correct sound some time before he is able to imitate it 
correctly; he will thus still say t for k, though he may in some 
way object to other people saying * turn ’ for * come.’ Paa^ 
relates how a little fVench girl would say toason both for gargon 
and cochon; but she protested when anybody else said “C’est 
un petit cochon ” in speaking about a boy, or vice versa. Such 
a child, as soon as it can produce the new sound, puts it correctly 
into all the places where it is required. This, I take it, is the 
ordinary procedure. Frans (my own boy) could not pronounce 
h and said an, on for the Danish pronouns han, hun ; but when 
he began to pronounce this sound, he never misplaced it (2.4). 

The other possibility is that the child leoms how to pronounce 
the new sound at a time when its own acoustic impression is not 
yet quite settled; in that case there will be a period during which 
his use of the new sound is uncertain and fluctuating. When 
parents are in too great a hurry to get a child out of some false 
pronunciation, they may succeed in giving it a new sound, but 
the child will tend to introduce it in places where it does not belong. 
On the whole, it seems therefore the safest plan to leave it to the 
child itself to discover that its sound is not the correct one. 

Sometimes a child will acquire a sound or a sound combination 
correctly and then lose it till it reappears a few months later. 
In an English family where there was no question of the influence 
of /i-less servants, each child in succession passed through an A-less 
period, and one of the children, after pronouncing h correctly, 
lost the use of it altogether for two or three months. I have 
had similar experiences with Danish children. S. L. (ab. 2) said 
* bontin ’ for bonnet ; but five months earlier she had said bonnet 
correctly. 

The path to perfection is not always a straight one. Tony E. 
in order to arrive at the correct pronunciation of pleaae passed 
through the following stages; (1) [bi*], (2) [bli*], (3) [pi'z], 

1 An American child said avaonobiU [otsnobM] with partial Msimilation 
of m to the poiat>stop f. 
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(4) [pwi' 5 ], (5) [beisk, meis, mais] and several other impossible 
forms. Traoy (p. 139) gives the following forms through which 
the boy A. (1.5) had to pass before being able to say pttsay: pooheh, 
poofie, poopoohie, poofee. A French child had four forms [mdni, 
p4ti, mdti, mdsi] before being able to say merci correctly (Gram- 
mont). A Danish child passed through bejab and vamb before 
[ffonoanoing wamp (* sponge ’), etc. 

It is certain that all this while the little brain is working, and 
even consciously working, though at first it has not sufiScient 
command of speech to say anything about it. Meringer says that 
children do not practise, but ^at their new acquisitions of sounds 
happen at once without any visible preparation. He may be right 
in the main with regard to the learning of single sounds, though 
even there I incline to doubt the possibility of a universal rule; 
but Bonjat (p. 56) is certainly right as against Meringer with 
regard to the way in which children learn new and difficult com- 
tn^tions. Here they certainly do practise, and are proudly 
conscious of the happy results of their efforts. When Frans (2.11) 
mastered the combination fi, he was very proud, and asked his 
mother: ** Mother, can you say flyve f ” ; then he came to me and 
told me that he could say bluae and flue, and when asked whether 
he could say blad, he answered: “ No, not yet; Frans cannot 
say b-lad ” (with a little interval between the 6 and the Z). Five 
weeks later he said: “Mother, won't you play upon the klaver 
(piano) ! '* and after a little while, “ Frans can say kla so well.” 
About the same time he first mispronounced the word manchetter, 
and then (when I asked what he was saying, without telling him 
that anything was wrong) he gave it the correct sound, and I 
heard him afterwards in the adjoining room repeat the word to 
himself in a whisper. 

How well children observe sounds is again seen by the way 
in which they will correct their elders if they give a pronunciation 
to which they are not accustomed—for instance, in a verse they 
have learnt by heart. Beth M (2.6) was never satisfied with her 
parents’ pronimciation of “ What will you buy me when you get 
there t ” She always insisted on their gabbling the first words 
as quickly as they could and then coming out with an emphatic 
then. 


V.~§7. Tttne. 

As to the differences in the tone of a voice, even a baby shows 
by his expression that he can distinguish clearly between what 
u said to him lovingly and what sharply, a long time before he 
onderstands a wingle word of what is said. Many children arc 
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able at a very eariy age to hit off the exa^t note in which some¬ 
thing is said or stmg. Here is a story of a boy of more advanced 
age. In Copenhagen he had had his hair cut by a Swedish lady 
and did not like it. When he travelled with his mother to Norway, 
as soon as he entered the house, he broke out with a scream: 
“ Mother, I hope I’m not going to have my hair out ? ” He had 
noticed the Norwegian intonation, which is very like the Swedish, 
and it brought an unpleasant association of ideas. 
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VL—§1. Introductory. 

In the preceding chapter, in order to simplify matters, we have 
dealt with sounds only, as if they were learnt by themselves and 
independently of the meanings attached to them. But that, of 
course, is only an abstraction: to the child, as «rell as to the 
grown-up, the two elements, the outer, phonetic element, and the 
inner element, the meaning, of a word are indissolubly connected, 
and the child has no interest, or very little interest, in trying to 
imitate the sounds of its parents except just in so far as these 
mean something. That words have a meaning, the child will 
begin to perceive at a very early age. Parents may of course 
deceive themselves and attribute to the child a more complete 
and exact understanding of speech than the child is capable of. 
That the child looks at its father when it hears the word ‘ father,’ 
may mean at first nothing more than that it follows its mother’s 
glance ; but naturally in this way it is prepared for actually asso¬ 
ciating the idea of * father ’ with the sound. If the child learns 
the feat of lifting its arms when it is asked “ How big is the boy 1 ” 
it is not to be supposed that the single words of the sentence are 
understood, or that the child has any conception of size ; he only 
knows that when this series of sounds is said he is admired if he 
lifts his arms up: and so the sentence as a whole has the effect 
of a word of command. A dog has the same degree of under¬ 
standing. Hilary M. (1.0), when you said to her at any time the 
refrain “ He greeted me so,” from “ Here come three knights from 
Spain,” would bow and salute with her hand, as she had seen some 
children doing it when practising the song. 

The understanding of what is said always precedes the power 
of saying the same thing oneself—often precedes it for an extra¬ 
ordinarily long time. One father notes that his little daughter 
of a year and seven months brings what is wanted and understands 
questions while she cannot say a word. It often happens that 

8 ut 
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parents some fine day come to regret what they have said in the 
presence of a child without suspectmg how much it understands. 
“ Little pitchers have long ears.” 

One can, however, easily err in regard to the range and cer* 
tainty of a child’s understanding. The Swiss philologist Tappolet 
noticed that his child of six months, when he said “ Where is the 
window 1 ” made vague movements towards the window. He 
made the experiment of repeating his question in fVench—with 
the same intonation as in German, and the child acted just as it 
had done before. It is, properly speaking, only when the child 
begins to talk that we can be at all sure what it has really under¬ 
stood, and even then it may at times be difficult to sound the 
depths of the child’s conception. 

The child’s acquisition of the meaning of words is truly a highly 
complicated affair. How many things are comprehended under 
one word 1 The answer is not easy in all cases. The single Danish 
word tmppe covers all that is expressed in English by carpet, rug, 
blanket, counterpane, curtain (theatrical). And there is still 
more complication when we come to abstract ideas. The child 
has somehow to find out for himself with regard to his own lan¬ 
guage what ideas are considered to hang together and so come 
under the same word. He hears the word ‘ chair ’ applied to 
a particular chair, then to another chair that perhaps looks to 
him totally different, and again to a third: and it becomes his 
business to group these together. 

What Stem tells about his own boy is certainly exceptional, 
perhaps unique. The boy ran to a door and said daa ? (‘ That ? ’ 
—his way of asking the name of a thing). They told him ‘ tllr.’ 
He then went to two other doors in the room, and each time the 
performance was repeated. He then did the same with the seven 
chairs in the room. Stern says, “ As he thus makes sure that 
the objects that are alike to his eye and to his sense of touch have 
the same name, he is on his way to general conceptions.” 
We should, however, be wary of attributing general ideas to little 
children. 


VL—§2. First Period. 

In the first period we meet the same phenomena in the child’s 
acquisition of word-meanings that we found in his acquisition of 
sounds. A child develops conceptions of his own which are as 
ii n in ti^iligiMp and strange to the uninitiated as his sounds. 

Among the child’s first passions are animals and pictures of 
animals, but for a certain time it is quite arbitrary what animals 
are classed together under a particular name. A child of nine 
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months noticed that his grandfather's dog said ‘ bow-wow ’ and 
fancied that anything not human could say (and therefore should 
be called) bow-wow —pigs and horses included. A little girl of 
two called a horse he (Danish hest) and divided the animal kingdom 
into two groups, (1) horses, including all four-footed things, even 
a tortoise, and (2) fishes (pronounced iz), including all that moved 
without use of feet, for example, birds and flies. A boy of 1.8 
saw a picture of a Danish priest in a ruff and was told that it was 
a preset, which he rendered as beep. Afterwards seeing a picture 
of an aunt with a white collar which recalled the priest’s ruff, he 
said again beep, and this remained the name of the aunt, and even 
of another aunt, who was called ‘other bmp.’ These transfer¬ 
ences are sometimes extraordinary. A boy who had had a pig 
drawn for him, the pig being called df, at the age of 1.6 used 6J 

(1) for a pig, (2) for drawing a pig, (3) for writing in general. 

Such transferences may seem very absurd, but are not more 

so than some transferences occurring in the language of grown-up 
persons. The word Tripoe passed from the sense of a three-legged 
stool to the man who sat on a three-legged stool to dispute with 
eandidates for degrees at Cambridge. Then, as it was the duty 
of Mr. Tripos also to provide eomie verses, these were ealled tripos 
verses, such verses being printed under that name till very near 
the end of the nineteenth century, though Mr. Tripos himself had 
disappeared long ago. And as the examination list was printed 
on the back of these versos, it was called the Tripos list, and it 
was no far cry to saying of a successful candidate, “he stands 
high on the Tripos,’’ which now came to mean the examination 
itself. 

But to return to the classifications in the minds of the children. 
Hilary M. (1.6 to 2.0) used the word daisy (1) of the flower itself, 

(2) of any flower, (3) of any conventional flower in a pattern, 
(4) of any pattern. One of the flrst words she said was colour 
(1.4), and she got into a way of saying it when anything striking 
attracted her attention. Originally she heard the word of a 
bright patch of colour in a picture. The word was still in use 
at the age of two. For some months anything that moved was 
a fly, every man was a soldier, everybody that was not a man 
was a baby. S. L. (1.8) used bing (1) for a door, (2) for bricks 
or building with bricks. The connexion is through the bang 
of a door or a tumbling castle of bricks, but the name was trans¬ 
ferred to the objects. It is curious that at 1.3 she had the word 
ha,vg for anything dropped, but not bing \ at 1.8 she had both, 
bing being specialized as above. From books about children’s 
language I quote two illustrations. Ronjat’s son used the word 
papement, which stands for ‘ kaffemensch,’ in speaking about the 



116 WORDS [CH. vi 

grocer’s boy who brought cofiee ; but as he had a kind of uniform 
with a flat cap, papement was also used of German and Russian 
officers in the illustrated papers. Hilde Stern (1.9) used bichu 
for drawer or chest of drawers; it originated in the word biicher 
(books), which was said when her picture-books were taken out 
of the drawer. 

A warning is, however, necessary. When a grown-up person 
says that a child uses the same word to denote various things, 
he is apt to assume that the child gives a word two or three definite 
meanings, as he does. The process is rather in this way. A child 
has got a new toy, a horse, and at the same time has heard its 
elders use the word ‘ horse,* which it has imitated as well as it 
can. It now associates the word with the delight of playing with 
its toy. If the next day it says the same sound, and its friends 
give it the horse, the child gains the experience that the sound 
brings the fulfilment of its wish : but if it sets its eye on a china 
cow and utters the same sound, the father takes note that the 
sound also denotes a cow, while for the child it is perhaps a mere 
experiment—Could not I get my wish for that nice thing fulfilled 
in the same way I ” If it succeeds, the experiment may very well 
be repeated, and the more or less faulty imitation of the word 
‘ horse ’ thus by the co-operation of those around it may become 
also firmly attached to ‘ cow.* 

When Elsa B. (1.10), on seeing the stopper of a bottle in the 
garden, came out with the word ‘ beer,’ it would be rash to conclude 
(as her father did) that the word ‘ beer ’ to her meant a ‘ stopper *: 
all we know is that her thoughts had taken that direction, and 
that some time before, on seeing a stopper, she had heard the 
word ‘ beer.* 

Parents sometimes unconsciously lead a child into error about 
the use of words. A little nephew of mine asked to taste his 
father’s beer, and when refused made so much to-do that the 
father said, “ Come, let us have peace in the house.** Next day, 
under the same circumstances, the boy asked for ‘ peace in the 
house,’ and this became the family name for beer. Not infre¬ 
quently what is said on certain occasions is taken by the child to 
be the name of some object concerned; thus a sniff or some sound 
imitating it may come to mean a flower, and ‘ hurrah ’ a flag. 
S. L. from an early age was fond of flowers, and at 1.8 used 
‘ pretty * or * pretty-pretty * as a substantive instead of the word 
* flower,* which she learnt at 1.10. 

I may mention here that analogous mistakes may occur when 
missionaries or others write down words from foreign languages 
with which they are not familiar. In the oldest list of Green- 
landic words (of 1687) there is thus a word panygmah given with 
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the signification * needle *; as a matter of fact it means ‘ my 
daughter’s ’: the Englishman pointed at the needle, but the 
Eskimo thought he wanted to know whom it belonged to. In an 
old list of words in the now extinct Polabian language we find 
“ scumbe, yesterday, svbvda, to-day, janidiglia, to-morrow ” : the 
questions were put on a Satuiday, and the Slav answered accord¬ 
ingly, for svJbtUa (the same word as Sabbath) means Saturday, 
tkumpe ‘ fasting-day,’ and ja nedila ‘ it is Sunday.’ 

According to O’Shea (p. 131) “a child was greatly impressed 
with the horns of a buck the first time he saw him. The father 
used the term * sheep ’ several times while the creature was being 
inspected, and it was discovered afterwards that the child had 
made the association between the word and the animal’s horns, 
so now sheep signifies primarily horns, whether seen in pictures 
or in real life.” It is clear that mistakes of that kind will happen 
more readily if the word is said singly than when it is embodied 
in whole connected sentences: the latter method is on the whole 
preferable for many reasons. 


VL—§3. Father and Mo&er. 

A child is often faced by some linguistic usage which obliges 
him again and again to change his notions, widen them, narrow 
them, till he succeeds in giving words the same range of meaning 
that his elders give them. 

Frequently, perhaps most frequently, a word is at first for 
the child a proper name. * Wood ’ means not a wood in general, 
but the particular picture which has been pointed out to the child 
in the dining-room. The little girl who calls her mother’s black 
muff * muff,’ but refuses to transfer the word to her own white 
one, is at the same stage. Naturally, then, the word father when 
first heard is a proper name, the name of the child’s own father. 
But soon it must be extended to other individuals who have some¬ 
thing or other in common with the child’s father. One child will 
use it of all men, another perhaps of all men with beards, while 
’ lady ’ is applied to all pictures of faces without beards ; a third 
will apply the word to father, mother and grandfather. When 
the child itself applies the word to another man it is soon corrected, 
but at the same time it cannot avoid hearing another child call 
a strange man ‘ father ’ or getting to know that the gardener is 
Jack’s ‘ father,’ etc. The word then comes to mean to the child 
*a grown-up person who goes with or belongs to a little one,’ 
and he will say, “ See, there goes a dog with his father.” Or, he 
comes to know that the cat is the kittens’ father, and the dog the 
puppies’ father, and next day asks, ** Wasps, are they the flies' 
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father, or are they perhaps their mother ? '* (as Frans did, 4.10). 
Finally, by such guessing and drawing conclusions he gains full 
understanding of the word, and is ready to make acquaintance 
later with its more remote applications, as ‘The King is the 
father of his people; Father O’Flynn; Boyle was the father of 
chemistry,’ etc. 

Difficulties are caused to the child when its father puts him* 
self on the child’s plane and calls his wife ‘ mother ’ just as he 
calls his own mother ‘mother,’ though at other moments the 
child hears him call her ‘ grandmother ’ or ‘ grannie.’ Professor 
Sturtevant writes to me that a neighbour child, a girl of about 
five years, called out to him, “ I saw your girl and your mother,** 
meaning ‘ your daughter and your wife.’ In many families the 
words ‘ sister ’ (‘ Sissie ’) or ‘ brother ’ are used constantly instead 
of his or her real name. Here we see the reason why so often such 
names of relations change their meaning in the history of Ian* 
guages; G. vetter probably at first meant ‘ father’s brother,’ as 
it corresponds to Latin patruus ; G. base, from ‘ father’s sister,’ 
came to mean also ‘ mother’s sister,’ ‘ niece ’ and ‘ cousin.’ The 
word that corresponds etymologically to our mother has come 
to mean * wife ’ or ‘ woman ’ in Lithuanian and ‘ sister ’ in 
Albanian. 

The same extension that we saw in the case of ‘ father ’ now 
may take place with real proper names. Tony E. (3.5), when a 
fresh charwoman came, told his mother not to have this Mary ; 
the last charwoman’s name was Mary.^ In exactly the same way 
a Danish child applied the name of their servant, Ingeborg, as 
a general word for servant: “ Auntie’s Ingeborg is called Ann,” 
etc., and a German girl said vieU Augusten for ‘ many girls.’ This, 
of course, is the way in which doU has come to mean a ‘ toy baby,* 
and we use the same extension when we say of a statesman that 
he is no Bismarck, etc. 

VI.—§4. The Delimitation ol Meaning. 

The association of a word with its meaning is accomplished 
for the child by a series of single incidents, and as many words 
are understood only by the help of the situation, it is natural that 
the exact force of many of them is not seized at once. A boy of 
4.10, hearing that his father had seen the King, inquired, ‘‘ Has 
he a head at both ends ? ’*—^his conception of a king being derived 
from playing-cards. Another child was born on what the Danes 
call Constitution Day, the consequence being that he confused 
birthday and Constitution Day, and would speak of *‘ my Const!* 
* Cf. B«ach-la-Mar, Mow. Oh. XII 11. 
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tution Day/' and then his brother and sister also began to talk of 
their Constitution Day. 

Hilary M. (2.0) and Murdoch D. (2.6) used dinner, breakfcui 
and tea interchangeably—the words might be translated ‘ meal.' 
Other more or less similar confusions may be mentioned here. 
Tony F. (2.8) used the term sing for (1) reading, (2) singing, (3) 
any game in which his elders amused him. Hilary said indifferently, 
* Daddy, sing a story three bears,* and ‘ Daddy, tell a story three 
bears.’ She cannot remember which is knife and which is fork. 
Beth M. (2.6) always used can't when she meant toon’t. It meant 
simply refusal to do what she did not want to. 

VI. —§5. Numerals. Time. 

It is interesting to watch the way in which arithmetical notions 
grow in extent and clearness. Many children learn very early 
to say one, two, which is often said to them when they learn how 
to walk ; but no ideas are associated with these syllables. In the 
same way many children are drilled to say three when the parents 
begin with one, two, etc. The idea of plurality is gradually deve¬ 
loped, but a child may very well answer two when asked how many 
fingers papa has; Frans used the combinations some-two and 
some-three to express ‘ more than one ’ (2.4). At the age of 2.11 
he was very fond of counting, but while he always got the first 
four numbers right, he would skip over 6 and 7 ; and when asked 
to count the apples in a bowl, he would say rapidly 1-2-3-4, even 
if there w'ere only three, or stop at 3, even if there were five or 
more. At 3.4 he counted objects as far as 10 correctly, but might 
easily pass from 11 to 13, and if the things to be counted were not 
placed in a row he was apt to bungle by moving his fingers irregu¬ 
larly from one to another. When he was 3.8 he answered the 
question “ What do 2 and 2 make ? ” quite correctly, but next day 
to the same question he answered “ Three,” though in a doubtful 
tone of voice. This was in the spring, and next month I noted: 
‘‘ His sense of number is evidently weaker than it was: the open- 
air life makes him forget this as well as all the verses he knew by 
heart in the winter.” When the next winter came his counting 
exercises again amused him, but at first he was in a fix as before 
about an3mu mbers after 6, although he could repeat the numbers 
till 10 without a mistake. He was fond of doing sums, and had 
initiated this game himself by asking: “ Mother, if I have two 
apples and get one more, haven’t I then three ?” His sense of 
numbers was so abstract that he was caught by a tricky question : 
" If you have two eyes and one nose, how many ears have you f ” 
He answered at once. *' Three » ” A child thus seems to think in 
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abstract aumbers, and as he learns his numbers as 1, 2, 3, 4, etc., 
not as one pear, two pears, three pears, one may well be skeptical 
about the justification for the recommendation made by many 
pedagogues that at an early stage of the school-life a child should 
learn to reckon with concrete things rather than witb abstract 
numbers. 

A child will usually be familiar with the sound of higher 
numerals long before it has any clear notion of what they mean. 
Frans (3.6) said, “ They are coming by a train that is called four 
thirty-four," and (4.4) he asked, ‘‘ How much is twice hundred ? 
Is that a thousand ? " 

A child’s ideas of time are necessarily extremely vague to 
begin with; it cannot connect very clear or very definite notions 
with the expressions it constantly heara others employ, such as 
* last Sunday,’ ‘ a week ago,’ or ‘ next year.’ The other day I 
heard a little girl say : ‘‘ This is where we sat next time," evidently 
meaning ‘ last time.’ All observers of children mention the 
frequent confu.sion of words like to-morrow and yesterday, and the 
linguist remembers that Gothic gistradagis means ‘ to-morrow,’ 
though it corresponds formally with E. yesterday and G. gestem. 

VI.—§6. Various Difficulties. 

Very small children will often say up both when they want 
to be taken up and when they want to be put down on the fioor. 
This generally means nothing else than that they have not yet 
learnt the word doum, and up to them simply is a means to obtain 
a change of position. In the same way a German child used hut 
auf for having the hat taken off as well as put on, but Meumann 
rightly interprets this as an undifferentiated desire to have some¬ 
thing happen with the hat. But even with somewhat more 
advanced children there are curious confusions. 

Hilary M. (2.0) is completely baffled by words of opposite mean¬ 
ing. She will say, " Daddy, my pinny is too hot ; I must warm it 
at the fire.’’ She goes to the fire and comes back, saying, *' That’s 
better; it’s quite cool now." (The same confusion of hot and cold 
was also reported in the case of one Danish and one German child ; 
of. also Tracy, p. 134.) One morning while dressing she said, 
" What a nice windy day," and an hour or two later, before 
she had been out, What a nasty windy day." She confuses 
good and naughty completely Tony F. (2.5) says, “Turn the 
dark out." 

Sometimes a mere accidental likeness may prove too much 
for the child. When Hilary M. had a new doll (2.0) her mother 
said to her: “ And is that your son ?*’ Hilary was puzzled, and 
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looking out of the window at the eun, said: “ No, that’s my sun.” 
It was very diflBoult to set her out of this confusion.^ Her sister 
Beth (3.8), looking at a sunset, said : “ That’s what you call a «tn- 
set ; where Ireland (her sister) is (at school) it’s a summerset** 
About the same time, when staying at Longwood Farm, she said: 
“I suppose if the trees were out down it would be Shmtwood 
Farm ? ” 

An English friend writes to mo: ** I misunderstood the text, 

‘ And there fell from his eyes as it were scales,’ as I know the word 
scales only in the sense ‘ balances.’ The phenomenon seemed to 
me a strange one, but I did not question that it occurred, any 
more than I questioned other strange phenomena recounted in 
the Bible. In the lines of the hymn— 

Teach me to live that I may dread 
The grave as little as my bed— 

I supposed that the words ‘ as little as my bed ’ were descriptive 
of my future grave, and that it was my duty according to the 
hymn to fear the grave.” 

Words with several meanings may cause children much diffi* 
culty. A Somerset child said, “ Moses was not a good boy, and 
his mother smacked ’on and smacked ’un and smacked ’un till 
she couldn’t do it no more, and then she put ’un in the ark of 
bulrushes.” This puzzled the teacher till ho looked at the passage 
in Exodus: ” And when she could hide him no longer, she laid 
him in an ark of bulrushes.” Here, of course, we have technically 
two different words hide ; but to the child the difficulty is 
practically as great where we have what is called one and the 
same word with two distinct meaning, or when a word is used 
hguratively. 

The word * child ' means two different things, which in some 
languages are expressed by two distinct words. I remember my 
own astonishment at the age of nine when I heard my godmother 
talk of her children. “ But you have no children.” ” Yes, Clara 
and Eliza.” I knew them, of course, but they were grown up. 

Take again the word old. A boy knew that he was three years, 
but could not be induced to say * three years old ’; no, he is three 
years new, and his father too is new, as distinct from his grand* 
mother, who he knows is old. A child asked, ** Why have 
ffrand dukra and grand pianos got the same name! ’* (Glen- 
conner, p. 21). 

When Frans was told (4.4) ** Your eyes are running,” he was 
much astonished, and asked, Are they running away t ’* 

* Cf. below on the dissppeanuuw of the word son beomso it ■oonds like 

•m (Cati. XV. I 7). 
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Sometimes a child knovra a word first in some secondary sense. 
When a country child first came to Copenhagen and saw a soldier, 
he said, ** There is a tin-soldier ” (2.0). Stem has a story about 
his daughter who was taken to the country and wished to pat 
the backs of the pigs, but was checked with the words, “ Pigs 
always lie in dirt,” when she was suddenly struck with a new idea; 
“ Ah, that is why they are called pigs, because they are so dirty: 
but what would people call them if they didn’t lie in the dirt ? ” 
History repeats itself: only the other day a teacher wrote to me 
that one of his pupils had begun his essay with the words: ** Pigs 
are rightly called thus, for they are such swine.” 

Words of similar sound are apt to be confused. Some children 
have had trouble till mature years with soldier and shoulder^ 
hassock and cassock, diary and dairy. Lady Glenconner writes: 
“ They almost invariably say ‘ lemon ’ [for melon], and if they 
make an effort to be more correct they still mispronounce it. 
‘ Don’t say melling.’ ‘ Very well, then, mellum.’ ” Among other 
confusions mentioned in her book I may quote Portugal for ‘ pur¬ 
gatory,’ King Solomon’s three hundred Columbines, David and 
his great friend Johnson., Cain and Mabd —all of them showin g 
how words from spheres beyond the ordinary ken of children are 
assimilated to more familiar ones. 

Schuchardt has a story of a little coloured boy in the West 
Indies who said, “ It’s three hot in this room ” : he had heard too=s 
two and literally wanted to ‘go one better.’ According to Mr. 
James Payne, a boy for years substituted for the words ‘ Hallowed 
be Thy name ’ ‘ Harold be Thy name.’ Many children imagine 
that there is a pole to mark where the North Pole is, and even 
(like Helen Keller) that polar bears climb the Pole. 

This leads us naturally to what linguists call ‘popular ety¬ 
mology ’—which is very frequent with children in all countries. 
I give a few examples from books. A four-year-old boy had heard 
several times about his nurse’s neuralgia, and finally said: ‘‘ I 
don’t think it’s new ralgia, I call it old ralgia.” In this way 
anchovies are made into hamchovies, whirlwind into worldmnd, and 
holiday into hollorday, a day to holloa. Professor Sturtevant 
writes: A boy of six or seven had frequently had his ear irrigated; 
when similar treatment was applied to his nose, he said that he 
had been ‘ nosigated ’— he had evidently given his own inter- 
iretation to the firat syllable of irrigaXe. 

There is an element of ‘ popular etymology ’ in the following 
joke which was made by one of the Glenconner children when 
four years old: ‘‘ I suppose you wi^ along in the wagonette, the 
landau lands you at the door, and you sweep off in the brougham ” 
(pronoimced broom). 
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VL—§7. Shifters. 

A class of Wui^ which presents grave difficulty to children 
are those whose meaning differs according to the situation, so 
that the child hears them now applied to one thing and now to 
another. That was the case with words like ‘father,’ and 
‘mother.’ Another such word is ‘enemy.’ When Frans (4.6) 
played a war-game with Eggert, he could not get it into his head 
that he was Eggert’s enemy : no, it was only Eggert who was the 
enemy. A stronger case still is ‘ home.’ When a child was asked 
if his grandmother had been at home, and answered : “ No, grand¬ 
mother was at grandfather’s,” it is clear that for him ‘ at home ’ 
meant merely ‘ at my home.’ Such words may be called shifters. 
When Frans (3.6) heard it said that ‘ the one ’ (glove) was as 
good os ‘ the other,’ he asked, ‘‘Which is the one, and which is the 
other f ”—a question not easy to answer. 

The most important class of shifters are the personal pro¬ 
nouns. The child hears the word ‘ I ’ meaning ‘ Father,’ then 
again meaning ‘ Mother,’ then again ‘ Uncle Peter,’ and so on 
unendingly in the most confusing manner. Many people realize 
the difficulty thus presented to the child, and to obviate it will 
speak of themselves in the third person as ‘ Father ’ or ‘ Grannie ’ 
or ‘ Mary,’ and instead of saying ‘ you ’ to the child, speak of it 
by its name. The child’s understanding of what is said is thus 
facilitated for the moment: but on the other hand the ehild in 
this way hears these little words less frequently and is slower in 
mastering them. 

If some children soon learn to say ‘ I ’ while others speak 
of themselves by their name, the difference is not entirely due 
to the different mental powers of the children, but must be 
largely attributed to their elders’ habit of addressing them by 
their name or by the pronouns. But Germans would not be 
Germans, and philosophers would not be philosophers, if they did 
not make the most of the child’s use of ‘ I,’ in which they see 
the first sign of self-consciousness. The elder Fichte, we are told, 
used to celebrate not his son’s birthday, but the day on which he 
first spoke of himself as ‘ I.* The sober truth is, I take it, that 
a boy who speaks of himself as ‘ Jack ’ can have just as full and 
strong a perception of himself as opposed to the rest of the world 
as one who has learnt the little linguistic trick of saying ‘ I.’ 
But this does not suit some of the great psychologists, as seen 
from the following quotation: ‘‘ The child uses no pronuuns; it 
speaks of itself in the third person, because it has no idea of its 
* I ’ (Ego) nor of its ‘ Not-I,’ because it knows nothing of itself 
nor of others.” 
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It is not an uncommon case of confusion for a child to use 
* you ’ and ‘ your ’ instead of ‘ I,’ * me,’ and ‘ mine.* The child 
has noticed that ' will you have ? ’ means ‘ will Jack have ? * so 
that he looks on * yon ’ as synonymous with his own name. In 
some children this confusion may last for some months. It is 
in some oases connected with an inverted word-order, ‘ do you ’ 
meaning ‘ I do ’—an instance of * echoism ’ (see below). Some 
times he will introduce a further complication by using the per¬ 
sonal pronoun of the third person, as though he had started the 
sentence with ‘ Jack ’—then ‘ you have his coat * means ‘ I have 
my coat.’ He may even speak of the person addressed as ‘ I.’ 
‘ Will I tell a story ? ’ = ‘ Will you tell a story ? ’ Frans was 
liable to use these confused forms between the ages of two and 
two and a-half, and I had to quicken his acquaintance with 
the right usage by refusing to understand him when he used 
the wrong. Beth M. (2.6) was very jealous about her elder 
sister touching any of her property, and if the latter sat on 
her chair, she would shriek out: That’s your chair; that’s 
your chair.” 

The forms I and me are a common source of difficulty to 
English children. Both Tony E. (2.7 to 3.0) and Hilary M. (2.0) 
use my for me; it is apparently a kind of blending of me and I ; 
e.g. “ Give Hilary medicine, make my better,” “ Maggy is looking 
at my,” “ Give it my'* See also O’Shea, p. 81: ‘ my want to do 
this or that; my feel bad ; that is my pencil; take my to bed.’ 

Hia and her are difficult to distinguish: ** An ill lady, Ms legs 
were bad ” (Tony E., 3.3). 

C. M. L. (about the end of her second year) constantly used 
wour and woura for our and oura, the connexion being with we, as 
‘your ’ with you. In exactly the same way many Danish children 
say voa for oa on account of v$. But all this really falls under our 
next chapter. 


VL-—§8. Extent of Vocabnlaty. 

The number of words which the child has at command is con¬ 
stantly increasing, but not uniformly, as the increase is affected 
by the child’s health and the new experiences which life presents 
to him. In the beginning it is tolerably easy to count the words 
the child uses; later it becomes more difficult,^as there are times 
when his command of speech grows with astonishing rapidity. 
There is great difference between individual children. Statistics 
have often been given of the extent of a child’s vocabulary at 
different ages, or of the results of comparing the vocabularies of 
a number of children. 
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An American child who was closely observed by his mother, 
Mrs. Winfield S. Hall, had in the tenth month 3 words, in the 
eleventh 12, in the twelfth 24, in the thirteenth 38, in the fourteenth 
48, in the fifteenth 106, in the sixteenth 199, and in the seventeenth 
232 words {Child Study Monthly, March 1897). During the first 
month after the same boy was six years old, slips of paper and 
pencils were distributed over the house and practically every¬ 
thing which the child said was written down. After two or three 
days these were collected and the words were put under their 
respective letters in a book kept for that purpose. New sets of 
papers were put in their places and other lists made. In addition 
to this, the record of his life during the past year was examined 
and all of his words not already listed were added. Tn this way 
his summer vocabulary was obtained; conversations on certain 
topics were also introduced to give him an opportunity to use 
words relating to such topics. The list is printed in the Journai 
of Childhood and Adolescence, January 1902, and is well worth 
looking through. It contains 2,688 words, apart from proper 
names and numerals. No doubt the child was really in command 
of words beyond that total. 

This list perhaps is exceptional on account of the care with 
which it was compiled, but as a rule I am afraid that it is not wise 
to attach much importance to these tables of statistics. One is 
generally left in the dark whether the words counted are those 
that the child has understood, or those that it has actually used 
—two entirely different things. The passive or receptive know¬ 
ledge of a language always goes far beyond the active or 
productive. 

One also gets the impression that the observers have often 
counted up words without realizing the difficulties involved. What 
is to be counted as a word ? Are /, me, we, us one word or four ? 
Is teacup a new word for a child who already knows tea and cvjp t 
And so for all compounds. Is box {= a place at a theatre) the same 
word as box {= workbox) 1 Are the two thats in ‘ that man that you 
see ’ two words or one ? It is clear that the process of counting 
involves so much that is arbitrary and uncertain that very little 
can be built on the statistics arrived at. 

It is more interesting perhaps to determine what words at 
a given age a child does not know, or rather does not understand 
when he hears them or when they occur in his reading. I have 
myself collected such lists, and others have been given me by 
teachers, who have been astonished at words which their classes 
did not understand. A teacher can never be too cautious about 
assuming linguistic knowledge in his pupils—and this applies not 
only to foreign words, about which all teachers are on the alert. 
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but also to what seem to be quite everyday words of the language 
of the country. 

In connexion with the growth of vocabulary one may ask 
how many words are possessed by the average grown-up man f 
Max Mailer in his Lecture* stated on the authority of an English 
clergyman that an English farm labourer has only about three 
hundbred words at command. This is the most utter balderdash, 
but nevertheless it has often been repeated, even by such an 
authority on psychology as Wundt. A Danish boy can easily 
learn seven hundred English words in the first year of his study 
of the language—and are we to believe that a grown Englishman, 
even of the low^t class, has no greater stock than such a beginner ! 
If you go through the list of 2,000 to 3,000 words used by the Ameri¬ 
can boy of six referred to above, you will easily conviuce yourself 
that they would far from suffice for the rudest labourer. A Swedish 
dialectologist, after a minute investigation, found that the vocabu¬ 
lary of Swedish peasants amounted to at least 26,000 words, 
and his view has been confirmed by other investigators. This 
conclusion is not invalidated by the fact that Shakespeare in his 
works uses only about 20,000 words and Milton in his poems 
only about 8,000. It is easy to see what a vast number of words 
of daily life are seldom or never required by a poet, especially 
a poet like Milton, whose works are on elevated subjects. The 
words used by Zola or Kipling or Jack London would no doubt 
far exceed those used by Shakespeare and Milton.^ 

VI.—§9. Summary. 

To sum up, then. There are only very few words that are 
explained to the child, and so long as it is quite small it will not 
even understand the explanations that might be given. Some it 
learns because, when the word is used, the object is at the same 
time pointed at, but most words it can only learn by drawing 
conclusions about their meaning from the situation in which they 
arise or from the context in which they are used. These con¬ 
clusions, however, are very uncertain, or they may be correct for 
the particular occasion and not hold good on some other, to the 
child’s mind quite similar, occasion. Grown-up people are in the 
same position with regard to words they do not know, but which 
they come across in a book or newspaper, e.g. demise. The mean¬ 
ings of many words are at the same time extraordinarily vague 
and yet so strictly limited (at least in some respects) that the least 
deviation is felt as a mistake. Moreover, the child often learns 
a secondary or figurative meaning of a word before its simple 
* Cf. the fuller treatment of tUa question in OS oh. ix. 
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meaning. But gradually a high degree of acooraoy is obtained, 
the fittest Tn ftaningB surviving—^that is (in this connexion) those 
that agree best with those of the surrounding society. And thus 
the individual is merged in society, and the social character of 
language asserts itself through the elimination of everything that 
is the exclusive property of one person only. 
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vn.— §1. Introductory. 

To leam a language it is not enough to know so many words. 
They must be connected according to the particular laws of the 
particular language. No one tells the child that the plural of 
‘ hand ’ is hands, of ‘ foot ’ feet, of ‘ man ’ men, or that the past 
of ‘ am ’ is vms, of ‘ love ’ hved ; it is not informed when to say 
he and when him, or in what order words must stand. How can 
the little fellow leam all this, which when set forth in a grammar 
fills many pages and can only be explained by help of many 
learned words 1 

Many people will say it comes by ‘instinct,’ as if ‘instinct’ 
were not one of those fine words which are chiefly used to cover 
over what is not understood, because it says so precious little and 
seems to say so precious much. But when other people, using a 
more everyday expression, say that it all ‘ comes quite of itself,’ 
I must strongly demur : so far is it from ‘ coming of itself ’ that 
it demands extraordinary labour on the child’s part. The count¬ 
less grammatical mistakes made by a child in its early yearn are 
a tell-tale proof of the difficulty which this side of language presents 
to him—especially, of course, on account of the unsystematic 
character of our flexions and the irregularity of its so-called 
‘ rules ’ of syntax. 

At first each word has only one form for the child, but he 
soon discovers that grown-up people use many forms which 
resemble one another in different connexions, and he gets a sense 
of the purport of these forms, so as to be able to imitate them 
himself or even develop similar forms of his own. These latter 
forms are what linguists call analogy-formations: by analogy 
with ‘ Jack’s hat ’ and ‘ father’s hat,' the child invents such as 
‘ uncle’s hat ’ and ‘ Charlie’s hat ’—and inasmuch as these forms 
ore ‘ correct/ no one can say on hearing them whether the child 
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has really invented them or has first heard them used by others. 
It is just on account of the fact that the forms developed on the 
spur of the moment by each individual are in the vast majority 
of instances perfectly identical with those used already by other 
people, that the principle of analogy comes to have such paramount 
importance in the life of language, for we are all thereby driven 
to apply it unhesitatingly to all those instances in which we have 
no ready-made form handy: without being conscious of it, each 
of us thus now and then really creates something never heard 
before by us or anybody else. 

VIL—§ 2. Substantives and Adjective. 

The -a of the possessive is so regular in English that it is not 
difficult for the child to attach it to all words as soon as the 
character of the termination has dawned upon him. But at first 
there is a time with many children in which words are put together 
without change, so that * Mother hat ’ stands for ‘ Mother’s hat ’; 
of. also sentences like “ Baby want baby milk.” 

After the s-form has been learnt, it is occasionally attached to 
pronouns, as you’s for ‘ your,’ or more rarely /’s or me’s for ‘ my.’ 

The -s is now in English added freely to whole groups of words, 
as in tAs King of England's power, where the old construction was 
the Kind's power of England, and in Beaumont and Fletcher's plays 
(see on the historical development of this group genitive my 
ChE iii.). In Danish we have exactly the same construction, 
and Danish children will very frequently extend it, placing the 
-s at the end of a whole interrogative sentence, e.g., ‘ Hvem er 
det da’s ?’ (as if in English, ' Who is it then’s,’ instead of ' Whose 
is it then ? ’). Dr. H. Bradley once wrote to me ; “ One of your 
samples of children’s Danish is an exact parallel to a bit of child’s 
English that I noted long ago. My son, when a little boy, used 
to say ‘ Who is that-’s ’ (with a pause before the s) for ‘ Whom 
does that belong to ? ’” 

Irregular plurals are often regularized, gooses for ‘geese,’ 
tooths, knifes, etc O’Shea mentions one cMld who inversely 
formed the plural thieves for chiefs on the analogy of thieves. 

Sometimes the child becomes acquainted with the plural form 
first, and from it forms a singular. I have noticed this several 
times with Danish children, who had heard the irregtilar plural 
hier, ‘cows,’ and then would say en he instead oi en ko (while 
others from the singular ko form a regular plural koer). fVench 
children will say «n chevau instead of un cheval. 

In the comparison of adjectives analogy-formations are 
frequent with all children, e.g. the litUest, litUer, goodest, baddest, 
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$phndider, oto. One child is reported as saying sicklier, another 
as saying quickerly, instead of the received more quickly. A curious 
formation is “ P’raps it was John, but p'rapaer it was Mary.” 

O’Shea (p. 103) notices a period of transition when the child 
may use the analogical form at one moment and the traditional 
one the next. Thus S. (4.0) will say bdter perhaps five times 
where he says gooder once, but in times of excitement he will 
revert to the latter form. 

vn.— §3. Verbs. 

The child at first tends to treat all verbs on the analogy of 
love, loved, loved, or kiss, kiaaed, leiaaed, thus catched, buyed, frowed 
for ‘ caught, bought, threw or thrown,’ etc., but gradually it learns 
the irregular forms, though in the beginning with a good deal of 
hesitation and confusion, as done for ‘did,’ hunged for ‘hung,’ 
etc. O’Shea gives among other sentences (p. 94): “ I drunked 
my milk.” Budd aumnged on the rings.” “ Grandpa boughted 
me a ring.” “ I caughted him.” “ Aunt Net com^ to-day.” 

“ He gaved it to me ”—in all oi wlvicli tlie irregulat form lias been 
supplemented with the regular ending. 

A little Danish incident may he thus rendered in English. 
The child (4.6): “I have seed a chestnut.” ‘‘Where have you 
seen it 1 ” He: “ I seen it in the garden.” This shows the 
influence of the form last heard. 

I once heard a French child say ‘‘ II a pleuvy ” for ‘ plu ’ from 
‘ pleuvoir.’ Other analogical forma are prendu for ‘ pris ’; aaaire 
for ‘ asseoir ’ (from the participle assia), ae taiaer for ‘ se taire ’ 
(from the frequent injunction taiaez-vous). Similar formations are 
frequent in all countries, 

vn.—§ 4. Degrees o! Consciousness. 

Do the little brains think about these different forms and their 
uses ? Or is the learning of language performed as unconsciously 
as the circulation of the blood or the process of digestion ? Clearly 
they do not think about grammatical forms in the way pursued 
in grammar-lessons, with all the forms of the same word arranged 
side by side of one another, with rules and exceptions. (. Still there 
is much to lead us to believe that the thing does not go of itself 
without some thinking over. The fact that in later years we 
speak our language without knowing how we do it, the right words 
and phrases coming to us no one knows how or whence, is no 
proof that it was alwa 3 rs so. Wo ride a bicycle without ^ving 
a thought to the machine, look around us, talk with a Mend, 
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etc., aad yet there was a time when every movement had to bo 
mastered by slow and painful efforts. There would be nothing 
strange in supposing that it is the same with the acquisition of 
language. 

Of course, it would be idle to ask children straight out if they 
think about these things, and what they think. But now and 
then one notices something which shows that at an early age 
they think about points of grammar a good deal. When Frans 
was 2.9, ho lay in bed not knowing that anyone was in the nest 
room, and he was heard to say quite plainly: “ Sm& hsender 
hedder det—lille h&nd~sin& hsender—lille hsender, nse 8in4 
hsender.” (“ They are called small hands—little hand—small 
hands—little hands, no, small hands ” : in Danish lille is not used 
with a plural noon.) Similar things have been related to me by 
other parents, one child, for instance, practising plural forms 
while turning over the leaves of a picture-book, and another one, 
who was corrected for saying nak instead of nikkede (‘ nodded ’), 
immediately retorted “ Slikker aiak, nikker nak,” thus showing 
on what analogy he had formed the now preterit. Frequently 
children, after giving a form which their own ears tell them is 
wrong, at once correct it: ‘I slicked it in—I stuck it in.* 

A German child, not yet two, said : “ Papa, hast du mir 
was mitgebringt —gebrimgen—gebracht 1 ” almost at a breath 
(Gabelcntz), and another (2..'>) said hauain, but then hesitated 
and added: “ Man kann auch hauser sagen ” (Mcringer). 

Vn.— §6. Word-formation. 

In the forming of words the child’s brain is just as active. 
In many oases, again, it will be impossible to distinguish between 
what the child has heard and merely copied and what it has itself 
fashioned to a given pattern. If a child, for example, uses the 
word ‘kindness,’ it is probable that he has heard it before, but 
it is not certain, because he might equally well have formed the 
word himself. If, however, we hear him say ‘kindhood,’ or 
‘ kindship,’ or ‘ wideness,’ ‘ broadness,’ ‘ stupidness,’ we know 
for certain that he has made the word up himself, because the 
resultant differs from the form used in the language he hears 
around him. A child who does not know the word ‘ spade ’ may 
call the tool a digger ; he may speak of a lamp as a ahine. He 
may say it auna when the sun is shining (of. it rains), or ask his 
mother to sauce his pudding. It is quite natural that the enormous 
number of nouns and verbs of exactly the same form in 
{bhaaom, care, drink, end, fight, fiah, ape, hand, dreas, etc.) ^ould 
induce children to make new verbs according to the same pattern f 
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I quote a few of the examples given by O’Shea : “ I am going to 
basket these apples.” *' I pailed him out ” (took a turtle out of 
a washtub with a pail). ” 1 needled him ” (put a needle through 
a fly). 

Other words are formed by means of derivative endings, aa 
sorrified, lessoner (O’Shea 32), flyahle (able to fly, Glenconner 3); 
*' This tooth ought to come out, because it is crookening the others ” 
(a ten-year-old, told me by Professor Ayres). Compound nouns, 
too, may be freely formed, such as wvnd-ship, eye-curtain (O’Shea), 
a fun-copy of Borneo and Juliet (travesty, Glenconner 19). 
Bryan L. (ab. 6) said springklera for chrysalises (‘ because they 
wake up in the spring ’). 

Sometimes a child will make up a new word through ‘ blend¬ 
ing ’ two, as when Hilary M. (1 8 to 2) spoke of rubbish = the 
ruAber to poh’sA the boots, or of the backet, from 6ot and racquet. 
Beth M. (2.0) used breakolate, from breaktast and ohocokUe, and 
Chatty as a child’s name, a compound of two sisters, C^rity and 
Sally. 

Vn. —§6. Word-division. 

We are so accustomed to see sentences in writing or print 
with a little space left after each word, that we have got alto¬ 
gether wi'ong conceptions of language as it is spoken. Here words 
follow one another without the least pause till the speaker 
hesitates for a word or has come to the end of what he has to 
say. ‘ Not at all ’ sounds like ‘ not a tall.’ It therefore requires 
in many cases a great deal of com])arison and analysis on the 
part of the child to find out what is one and what two or three 
words. We have seen before that the question ‘ How big is the 
boy ? ’ is to the child a single expression, beyond his powers of 
analysis, and to a much later age it is the same with other phrases. 
The child, then, may make false divisions, and either treat a group 
of words as one word or one word as a group of words. A girl 
(2.0) used the term ‘Tanobijeu’ whenever she wished her 
younger brother to get out of her way. Her parents finally dis¬ 
covered that she had caught up and shortened a phrase that 
some older children had used—‘ ’Tend to your own business ’ 
(O’Shea). 

A child, addressing her cousin as ‘ Aunt Katie,’ was told '* 1 
am not Aunt Katie, I am merely Katie.” Next day she said: 
‘‘ Good-moming, Aunt merely-Katie ” (translated). A child who 
had been praised with the words, * You are a good boy,’ said to 
his mother, “You’re a good boy, mother” (2.8). 

Cecil H. (4.0) came back from a party and said that she had 
been given something very nice to eat. “ What was it t ” 
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“ Rata.” “ No, no.” ‘‘ Well, it was mice then.” She had been 
asked if she woxild have ‘ some-ice,’ and had taken it to be ‘ some 
mice.’ S. L. (2.6) constantly used ^ ababana* for ‘banana’; 
the form seems to have come from the question “Will you 
have a banana 1 ” but was used in such a sentence as “ May I 
have an ababana I ” Children will often say napple for apple 
through a misdivision of an-apple, and normous for enonruma; 
cf. Ch. X § 2. 

A few examples may be added from children’s speech in other 
countries. Ronjat’s child said nSsey for ‘ echelle,’ starting 
from u'ne dchelle; Grammont’s child said un tarbre, starting 

from cet arbre, and ce nos for ‘ cet os,’ from unoa; a. German child 
said mold for ‘ hotel,’ starting from the combination ‘ im (h) otel ’ 

(Stern). Many German children say arrJibe, because they take 
the first syllable of ‘ diarrhoe ’ as the feminine article. A Dutch 
child heard the phrase ‘ ’k weet’t niet ’ (‘ I don’t know ’), and said 
“ Papa, hij kweet ’t niet ” (Van Ginneken). A Danisli child heard 
his father say, ‘‘ Jeg skal op i ministeriet ’’ (“ I’m going to the Govern¬ 
ment office ”), and took the first syllabic as min (my); consequently 
he asked, “ Skal du i dinisteriet ! ” A French child was told that 
they expected MunkAcsy (the celebrated painter, in French pro¬ 
nounced as Mon-), and asked his aunt: “ Est-ce que ton Kdesy 
ne viendra pas 1 ” Antoinette K. (7.), in reply to “ C’est bien, je 
te folicite,” said, “ Eh bien, moi je ne te fais pas licite." 

The German ‘ Ich habe anlgeworUi ’ is obviously on the analogy 
of angenommen, etc. (Meringer). Danish children not unfrequently 
take the verb telefonere as two words, and in the interrogative 
form will place the personal pronoun in the middle of it, ‘ Tele 
hun fonerer I ’ (‘ Does she telephone f ’) A girl asked to see ele 
mer fant (as if in English she had said ‘ ele more phant ’). Cf. 
‘ Give me more handier-cap ’ for ‘ Give me a greater handicap ’ 
—in a foot-race (O’Shea 108). 

Vn.—§7. Sentences. 

In the first period the child knows notTiing of grammar: it 
does not connect words together, far less form sentences, but each 
word stands by itself. * Up ’ means what we should express by 
a whole sentence, ‘ I want to get up,’ or ‘ Lift me up ’; ‘ Hat ’ 
means ‘ Put on my hat,’ or ‘ I want to put my hat on,’ or ‘ I have 
my hat on,’ or ‘ Mamma has a new hat on ’; ‘ Father ’ can be 
either * Here comes Father,’ or * This is Father,’ or ‘ He is called 
Father,’ or * I want Father to come to me,’ or * I want this or 
that from Father.’ This particular group of sounds is vaguely 
associated with the mental picture of the person in question, 
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and is uttered at the sight of him or at the mere wish to see him 
or something else in connexion with him. 

When we say that such a word means what we Vnould express 
by a whole sentence, this does not amount to saying that the 
child’s ‘ Up ’ M a sentence, or a sentence-word, as many of those 
who have written about these questions have said. We might 
just as well assert that clapping our hands is a sentence, because 
it expresses the same idea (or the same frame of mind) that is 
otherwise expressed by the whole sentence ‘This is splendid.’ 
The word ‘ sentence ’ presupposes a certain grammatical structure, 
which is wanting in the child’s utterance. 

Many investigators have asserted that the child’s first utter¬ 
ances are not means of imparting information, but always an 
expression of the child’s wishes and requirements. This is cer¬ 
tainly somewhat of an exaggeration, since the child quite clearly 
can make known its joy at seeing a hat or a plaything, or at 
merely being able to recognize it and remember the word for it; 
but the statement still contains a great deal of truth, for without 
strong feelings a child would not say much, and it is a great 
stimulus to talk that he very soon discovers that he gets his wishes 
fulfilled more easily when he makes them known by means of 
certain sounds. 

Frans (1.7) was accustomed to express his longings in general 
by help of a long m with rising tone, while at the same time 
stretching out his hand towards the particular thing that he 
longed for. This he did, for example, at dinner, when he wanted 
water. One day his mother said, “ Now see if you can say vand 
(water),” and at once he said what was an approach to the word, 
and was delighted at getting something to drink by that means. 
A moment later he repeated what he had said, and was inexpressibly 
delighted to have found the password which at once brought him 
something to drink. This was repeated several times. Next day, 
when his father was pouring out water for himself, the boy again 
said * van,* ‘ van,’ and was duly rewarded. He had not heard 
the word during the intervening twenty-four hours, and nothing 
had been done to remind him of it. After some repetitions (for 
he only got a few drops at a time) he pronounced the word for 
the first time quite correctly. The day after, the same thing 
occurred; the word was never heard but at dinner. When he 
became rather a nuisance with his constant cries for water, his 
mother said: Say please ”—and immediately came his ” Bebe 
vand ” (‘‘ Water, please ”)—^his first attempt to put two words 
together. 

Later—in this formless period—^the child puts more and more 
words together, often in quite haphazard order: ‘ My go snow' 
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('I want to go out into the snow*), etc. A Danish child of 2.1 
said the Danish words (imperfectly pronounced, of course) corre¬ 
sponding to “ Oh papa lamp mother boom,” when his mother had 
struck his father’s lamp with a bang. Another child said ** Papa 
hen corn cap ” when he saw his father give com to the hens out 
of his cap. 

When Frans was 1 .10, passing a post-office (which Danes call 
* posthouse ’), he said of his own accord the Danish words for 
‘ post, house, bring, letter ’ (a pause between the successive words) 
—I suppose that the day before he had heard a sentence in which 
these words occurred. In the same month, when he had thrown 
a ball a long way, he said what would be in English ‘dat was 
good.’ This was not a sentence which ho had put together for 
himself, but a mere repetition of what had been said to him, clearly 
conceived as a whole, and equivalent to ‘ bravo.’ Sentences of 
this kind, however, though taken as units, prepare the way for 
the understanding of the words ‘ that ’ and ‘ was ’ when they turn 
up in other connexions. 

One thing which plays a great rOle in children’s acquisition 
of language, and especially in their early attempts to form sen¬ 
tences, is Echoism: the fact that children echo what is said to 
them. When one is learning a foreign language, it is an excellent 
method to try to imitate to oneself in silence every sentence which 
one hears spoken by a native. By that means the turns of phrases, 
the order of words, the intonation of the sentence are firmly fixed 
in the memory—so that they can be recalled when required, or 
rather recur to one quite spontaneously without an effort. What 
the grown man does of conscious purpose our children to a large 
extent do without a thought—that is, they repeat aloud what 
they have just heard, either the whole, if it is a very short sentence, 
or more commonly the conclusion, as much of it as they can retain 
in their short memories. The result is a matter of chance—it 
need not always have a meaning or consist of entire words. Much, 
clearly, is repeated without being understood, much, again, without 
being more than half understood. Take, for example (translated): 

Shall I carry you ?—Frans (1.9); Carry you. 

Shall Mother carry Frans ?—Carry Frans. 

The sky is so blue.—So boo. 

1 shall take an umbrella.—^Take rella. 

Though this feature in a child’s mental history has been often 
noticed, no one seems to have seen its full significance. One of 
the acutest observers (Meumann, p. 28) even says that it has no 
importance in the development of the child’s speech. On the 
contrary, I think that Echoism explains very much indeed. First 
let 08 bear in mind the mutilated forms of words which a child 
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OSes: ’thine for maohine, ’gar for cigar, Trix for Beatrix, etc. 
Then a child’s frequent use of an indirect form of question rather 
than direct, ‘ Why you smoke, Father ? ’ which can hardly be 
explained except as an echo of sentences like ‘ Tell me why you 
smoke.’ This plays a greater rdle in Danish than in English, 
and the corresponding form of the sentence has been frequently 
remarked by Danish parents. Another feature which is nearly 
constant with Danish children at the age when echoing is habitual 
is the inverted word order: this is used after an initial adverb 
(nu kommer hun, etc.), but the child will use it in all cases (kommer 
hun, etc.). Further, the extremely frequent use of the infinitive, 
because the child hears it towards the end of a sentence, where 
it is dependent on a preceding can, or may, or must. ‘Not eat 
that ’ is a child’s echo of ‘ You mustn’t eat that.’ In German 
this has become the ordinary form of ofiBcial order: Nicht 
hinauslehnen” (“Do not lean out of the window*'). 

vn.—§8. N^ation and Question. 

Most children learn to say * no ’ before they can say * yes * 
—simply because negation is a stronger expre.ssion of feeling than 
affirmation. Many little children use nenenene (short 2) as a 
natural expression of fretfulness and discomfort. It is perhaps 
so natural that it need not be learnt: there is good reason for 
the fact that in so many languages words of negation begin with 
n (or m). Sometimes the n is heard without a vowel: it is /)nly 
the gesture of ‘ turning up one’s nose ’ made audible. 

At first the child does not express what it is that it does 
not want—it merely puts it away with its hand, pushes away, 
for example, what is too hot for it. But when it begins to express 
in words what it is that it will not have, it does so often in the 
form ‘ Bread no,’ often with a pause between the words, as two 
separate utterances, as when we might say, in our fuller forms of 
expression : * Do you offer me bread ? I won’t hear of it.’ So 
with verbs: ‘ I sleep no.’ Thus with many Danish children, 
and I find the same phenomenon mentioned with regard to children 
of different nations. Tracy says (p. 136): “ Negation was expressed 
by an affirmative sentence, with an emphatic no tacked on at 
the end, exactly as the deaf-mutes do.’’ The blind-deaf Helen 
Keller, when she felt her little sister’s mouth emd her mother 
spelt ‘ teeth ’ to her, answered: “ Baby teeth—^no, baby eat— 
no,’’ i.e., baby cannot eat because she has no teeth. In the same 
way, in German, * Stul nei nei—schossel,’ i.e., I won’t sit on the 
chair, but in your lap, and in French, ' Papa abeid ato non, iaian 
abei4 non,’ i.e.. Papa n’est pas encore habilld, Suzanne n’est pas 
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habiU^e (Stern, 189i 203). It seems thus that this mode of expres¬ 
sion will crop up everywhere as an emphatic negation. 

Interrogative sentences come generally rather early—^it would 
be better to say questions, because at first they do not take the 
form of interrogative sentences, the interrogation being expressed 
by bearing, look or gesture: when it begins to be expressed by 
intonation we are on the way to question expressed in speech. 
Some of the earliest questions have to do with place: ‘ Where 
is ... I ’ The child very often hears such sentences as ‘ Where 
is its little nose ? ’ which are not really meant as questions ; we 
may also remark that questions of this type are of great practical 
importance for the little thing, who soon uses them to beg for 
something which has been taken away from him or is out of his 
reach. Other early questions are ‘ What’s that ? ’ and ‘ Who ? ’ 

Later—ge nerally, it would seem, at the close of the third year 
—questions with ‘ why ’ crop up : these are of the utmost impor¬ 
tance for the child’s understanding of the whole world and its 
manifold occurrences, and, however tiresome they may be when 
they come in long strings, no one who wishes well to his child 
will venture to discourage them. Questions about time, such as 
* When ? How long 1 ’ appear much later, owing to the child’s 
difficulty in acquiring exact ideas about time. 

Children often find a difficulty in double questions, and when 
asked ‘ Will you have brown bread or white ? ’ merely answer 
the last word with ‘ Yes.’ So in reply to * Is that red or yellow ? ’ 
‘Yes’ means ‘yellow* (taken from a child of 4.11). I think 
this is an instance of the short memories of children, who have 
already at the end of the question forgotten the beginning, but 
Professor Mawer thinks that the real difficulty here is in making 
a choice : they cannot decide between alternatives : usually they 
are silent, and if they say ‘ Yes ’ it only means that they do not 
want to go without both or feel that they must say something. 

VIL—§ 9. Prepositions and Idioms. 

Prepositions are of very late growth in a child’s languag 
Much attention has been given to the point, and Stern has collected 
statistics of the ages at which various children have first used 
prepositions: the earliest age is 1.10, the average age is 2.3. 
It does not, however, seem to me to be a matter of much interest 
how early an individual word of some particular grammatical 
class is first used ; it is much more interesting to follow up the 
gradual growth of the child’s command of this class and to see 
how the first inevitable mistakes and confusions arise in the 
little brain. Stem makes the interesting remark that when the 
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tendency to use prepositions first appears, it grows far more 
rapidly than the power to discriminate one preposition from 
another; with his own children there came a time when they 
employed the same word as a sort of universal preposition in all 
relations. Hilda used wn, Eva auf. I have never observed 
anything corresponding to this among Danish children. 

All children start by putting the words for the most important 
concepts together without connective words, so * Leave go bed¬ 
room ’ (‘ May I have leave to go into the bedroom ?'), ‘ Out road ’ 
(* 1 am going out on the road ’). The first use of prepositions is 
always in set phrases learnt as wholes, like ‘ go to school,’ ' go to 
pieces,’ * lie in bed,’ ‘ at dinner.’ Not till later comes the power 
of using prepositions in free combinations, and it is then that 
mistakes appear. Nor is this surprising, since in all languages 
prepositional usage contains much that is peculiar and arbitrary, 
chiefly because when we once pass beyond a few quite clear applica¬ 
tions of time and place, the relations to be expressed become so 
vague and indefinite, that logically one preposition might often 
seem just as right as another, although usage has laid down a 
fast law that this preposition must be used in this case and that 
in another. I noted down a great number of mistakes my own 
boy made in these words, but in all cases I was able to find some 
synonymous or antonymous expression in which the preposition 
used would have been the correct one, and which may have been 
vaguely before his min d. 

The multiple meanings of prepositions sometimes have strange 
results. A little girl was in her bath, and hearing her mother 
say: “ I will wash you in a moment,” answered : “ No, you must 
wash me in the bath ” ! She was led astray by the two uses of 
in. We know ot child at school who was asked “ What is an 
average ? ” and said: “ What the hen lays eggs on.” Even men 
of science are similarly led astray by prepositions. It is perfectly 
natural to say that something has passed over the threshold of 
consciousness: the metaphor is from the way in which you enter 
a house by stepping over the threshold. If the metaphor were 
kept, the opposite situation would be expressed by the statement 
that such and such a thing is outside the threshold of conscious¬ 
ness. But psychologists, in the thoughtless way of little children, 
take under to be always the opposite of over, and so speak of things 
‘ lying under (or below) the threshold of our consciousness,’ and have 
even invented a Latin word for the unconscious, viz. auhlimindl.^ 

H. Q. Wells writes {SotU oj a Bishop, 94) i ** fle ms lug^g things 
now into speech that so far had bmn scarcely above the threshold of hu conscious 
thought." Here we see the wrong interpretation of the preposition over 
dragging with it the synonym above. 
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Children may use verbs with an object which require a preposi¬ 
tion (‘ Will you wait me ? ’). or which are only used intransitively 
(‘ Will yon jump m6 ? ’), or they may mix up an infinitival with a 
direct construction (‘ Could you hear me sneezed ? *). But it is 
curely needless to multiply examples. 

When many years ago, in my Progress in fMnguage, I spoke 
of the advantages, even to natives, of simplicity in linguistic 
structure. Professor Herman Holier, in a learned review, objected 
to me that to the adult learning a foreign tongue the chief difficulty 
consists in “ the countless chicaneries due to the tyrannical and 
capricious usage, whose tricks there is no calculating; but these 
offer to the native child no such difficulty as morphology may," 
and again, in speaking of the choice of various prepositions, which 
is far from easy to the foreigner, he says ; ‘‘ But any considerable 
mental exertion on the part of the native child learning its 
mother-tongue is here, of course, out of the question." Such 
assertions as these cannot be founded on actual observation; at 
any rate, it is my experience in listening to children’s talk that 
long after they have reached the point where they make hardly 
any mistake in pronunciation and verbal forms, etc., they are 
still capable of using many turns of speech which are utterly 
opposed to the spirit of the language, and which are in the main 
of the same kind as those which foreigners are apt to fall into. 
Many of the child s mistakes are due to mixtures or blendings of 
two turns of expression, and not a few of them may be logically 
justified. But learning a language implies among other things 
learning what you may mt say in the language, even though 
no reasonable ground can be given for the prohibition. 
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SOME FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS 

1 1. Why is the Native Language learnt so well t | 2. Natural Ability 
and Sez. §3. Mother-tongue and Other Tongue. §4. Playing at 
Language. §6. Secret Languages. §6. Onomatopoeia. §7. Word* 
inventions. $8. ‘Mamma’ and ‘Papa.’ 

Vm.—§ 1. Why is the Native Language learnt so well P 

How does it happen that children in general learn their mother- 
tongue so well ? That this is a problem becomes clear when we 
contrast a child’s first acquisition of its mother-tongue with the 
later acquisition of any foreign tongue. The contrast is indeed 
striking and manifold: here we have a quite little child, without 
experience or prepossessions; there a bigger child, or it may be 
a grown-up person with all sorts of knowledge and powers: here a 
haphazard method of procedure; there the whole task laid out in 
a system (for even in the schoolbooks that do not follow the old 
grammatical system there is a certain definite order of progress 
from more elementary to more difficult matters): here no pro¬ 
fessional teachers, but chance parents, brothers and sisters, nursery¬ 
maids and pla 3 miates; there teachers trained for many years 
specially to teach languages: Acre only oral instruction; lAere not 
only that, but reading-books, dictionaries and other assistance. 
And yet this is the result: here complete and exact command 
of the language as a native speaks it, however stupid the children; 
(here, in most oases, even with people otherwise highly gifted, a 
defective and inexact command of the language. On what does 
this difference depend t 

The problem has never been elucidated or canvassed from all 
sides, but here and there one finds a partial answer, often given 
out to be a complete answer. Often one side of the question only 
is considered, that which relates to sounds, as if the whole problem 
had been solved when one had found a reason for children acquiring 
a better pronunciation of their mother-tongue than one generally 
gets in later life of a foreign speech. 

Many people accordingly tell us that children’s organs of speech 
are especially flexible, but that this supplen^ of the tongue and 
lips is lost in later life. This explanation however, does not hold 
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water, as is shown sufficiently by the countless mistakes in sound 
made by children. If their organs were as flexible as is pretended, 
they could learn sounds correctly at once, while as a matter of 
fact it takes a long time before all the sounds and groups of sounds 
are imitated with tolerable accuracy. Suppleness is not some¬ 
thing which is original, but something acquired later, and acquired 
with no small difficulty, and then only with regard to the sounds 
of one’s own language, and not universally. 

The same applies to the second answer (given by Bremer, 
Deutsche Phonetik, 2), namely, that the child’s ear is especially 
sensitive to impressions. The ear also requires development, 
since at first it can scarcely detect a number of nuances which we 
grown-up people hear most distinctly. 

Some people say that the reason why a child learns its native 
language so W’ell is that it has no established habits to contend 
against. But that is not right either: as any good observer can 
see, the process by which the child acquires sounds is pursued 
through a continuous struggle against bad habits which it has 
acquired at an earlier stage and which may often have rooted 
themselves remarkably firmly. 

Sweet (H 19) says among other things that the conditions of 
learning vernacular sounds are so favourable because the child 
has nothing else to do at the time. On the contrary, one may say 
that the child has an enormous deal to do while it is learning the 
language; it is at that time active beyond all belief: in a short 
time it subdues wider tracts than it ever does later in a much 
longer time. The more wonderful is it that along with those 
tasks it finds strength to learn its mother-tongue and its many 
refinements and crooked turns. 

Some point to heredity and say that a child learns that language 
most easily which it is disposed beforehand to learn by its ancestry, 
or in other words that there are inherited convolutions of the 
brain which take in this language better than any other. Perhaps 
there is something in this, but we have no definite, carefully ascer¬ 
tained facts. Against the theory stands the fact that the children 
of immigrants acquire the language of their foster-country to 
all appearance just as surely and quickly as children of the 
age whose forefathers have been in the country for ages. This 
may be observed in England, iii Denmark, and still more in North 
America. Environment clearly has greater influence than descent. 

The real answer in my opinion (which is not claimed to be 
absolutely new in every respect) lies partly in the child itself, 
partly in the behaviour towards it of the people around it. In 
the first place, the time of learning the mother-tongue is the most 
favourable of all, namely, the first years of life. If one assumes 
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uttered and keep the child to a right understanding. Here there 
is nothing unnatural, such as is often the case in a language-lesson 
in later years, when one talks about ice and snow in June or 
excessive heat in January. And what the child hears is just what 
immediately concerns him and interests him, and again and again 
his own attempts at speech lead to the fulfilment of his dearest 
wishes, so that his command of language has great practical 
advantages for him. 

Along with what he himself sees the use of, he hears a great 
deal which does not directly concern him, but goes into the little 
brain and is stored up there to turn up again later. Nothing is 
heard but leaves its traces, and at times one is astonished to 
discover what has been preserved, and with what exactness. One 
day, when Frans was 4.11 old, he suddenly said : “ Yesterday— 
isn’t there some who say yesterday ? ” (giving yesterday with the 
correct English pronunciation), and when I said that it was on 
English word, he went on: “ Yes, it is Mis. B.: she often sajs 
like that, yesterday.” Now, it was three weeks since that lady 
had called at the house and talked J^kiglish. It is a well-known 
fact that hypnotized persons can sometimes say whole sentences 
in a language which they do not know, but have merely heard in 
childhood. In books about children’s language there are many 
remarkable accoimts of such linguistic memories which had lain 
buried for long stretches of time. A child who had spent the 
first eighteen months of its life in Silesia and then came to Berlin, 
where it had no opportunity of healing the Silesian pronimeiation, 
at the age of five suddenly came out with a number of Silesian 
expressions, which could not after the most careful investigation 
be traced to any other source than to the time before it could talk 
(Stem, 257 fif.). Grammont has a story of a little French girl, 
whose nurse had talked French with a strong Italian accent ; the 
child did not begin to speak till a month after this muse had left, 
but pronounced many words with Italian sounds, and some of 
these peculiarities stuck to the child till the age of three. 

We may also remark that the baby’s teachers, though, regarded 
as teachers of language, they may not be absolutely ideal, still 
have some advantages over those one encounters as a rule later in 
life. The relation I^tween them and the child is far more cordial 
and personal, just because they are not teachers first and foremost. 
They are immensely interested in every little advance the child 
makes. The most awkward attempt meets with sympathy, often 
with admiration, while its defects and imperfections never exjiose 
it to a breath of unkind criticism. There is a Slavonic proverb, 
'* If you wish to talk well, you must murder the language first.” 
But this is very often overlooked by teachers of language, who 
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demand faultless accuracy from the beginning, and often keep 
their pupils grinding so long at some little part of the subject that 
their desire to learn the language is weakened or gone for good. 
There is nothing of this sort in the child’s first learning of his 
language. 

It is here that our distinction between the two periods comes 
in, that of the child’s own separate ‘ little language ’ and that 
of the common or social language. In the first period the little 
one is the centre of a narrow circle of his own, which waits for 
each little syllable that falls from his lips as though it were a 
grain of gold. What teachero of languages in later years would 
rejoice at hearing such forms as we saw before used in the time 
of the child’s * little language,’ fani or vai or ham for ’elephant ’ ? 
But the mother really does rejoice: she laughs and exults when 
he can use these syllables about his toy-elephant, she throws the 
cloak of her love over the defects and mistakes in the little one’s 
imitations of words, she remembers again and again what his 
strange sounds stand for, and her eager sympathy transforms 
the first and most difficult steps on the path of language to the 
merriest game. 

It would not do, hovraver, for the child’s ‘ little language ’ and 
its dreadful mistakes to become fixed. This might easily happen, 
if the child were never out of the narrow circle of its own family, 
which knows and recognizes its ‘little language.’ But this is 
stopped because it comes more and more into contact with others— 
uncles and aunts, and especially little cousins and playmates: 
more and more often it happens that the mutilated words are not 
understood, and are corrected and made fun of, and the child 
is incited in this way to steady improvement: the ‘ little language ’ 
gradually gives place to the ‘common language,’ as the child 
becomes a member of a social group larger than that of his own 
little home. 

We have now probably found the chief reasons why a child 
learns his mother-tongue better than even a grown-up person 
who has been for a long time in a foreign country learns the 
language of his environment. But it is also a contributory reason 
that the child’s linguistic needs, to begin with, are far more limited 
than those of the man who wishes to be able to talk about any¬ 
thing, or at any rate about something. Much more is also lin¬ 
guistically required of the latter, and he must have recourse to 
language to get all his needs satisfied, while the baby is well looked 
after even if it says nothing but wawaumva. So the baby has 
longer time to store up his impressions and continue his experi¬ 
ments, until by trying again and again he at length gets his lesson 
learnt in all its tiny details, while the man in the foreign countey, 
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who wust niaike himself understood, as a rule goes on trying only 
till he has acquired a form of speech which he finds natives under¬ 
stand : at this point he will generally stop, at any rate as far as 
pronunciation and the construction of sentences are concerned 
(while his vocabulary may be largely increased). But this ‘ just 
recognizable * language is incorrect in thousands of small details, 
and, inasmuch as bad little habits quickly become fixed, the 
kind of language is produced which we know so well in the case 
of resident foreigners—who need hardly open their lips before 
everyone knows they are not natives, and before a practised ear 
can detect the country they hail from.^ 


Vm.—§ 2. Natural Ability and Sez. 
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have not considered is naturally the individuality of the child. 
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but those who ore in despair because their Tommy cannot say a 
single word when their neighbours’ Harry can say a great deal 
may take comfort. Slowness in talldng may of course mean defi¬ 
ciency of ability, or even idiocy, but not necessarily, A child 
who chatters early may remain a chatterer all his life, and children 
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independent and most trustworthy characters in the end. There 
are some children who cannot be made to say a single word for a 
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1 This is not the place to speak of the way in which prevalent methods 
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it were practicable it would demand more time than anyone can devote 
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sustained attention, etc. Phonetic explanation of the new sounds and 
phonetic transcription have done wonders to overcome difficulties of pro¬ 
nunciation. But in other respects it is possible to some extent to assimilate 
^e teaching of a foreign language to we method pursued by the child in 
ita first years: one should not merely sprinkle the pupil, but plunge him 
right down into the sea of language and enable him to swim by himself as 
soon as possible, relying on the fact that a great de^ will arrange itself in 
the brain without the inculcation of too many apeoial rules and explanations. 
For details I may refer to my book. How to Ttacka ForoiiinLanguage{Lond.aat 
Qeoige Allen and Unwin). 


10 



146 SOME FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS [ch. vm 

The linguistic development of an individual child is not always 
in a steady rising line, but in a series of waves. A child who 
seems to have a boundless power of acquiring language suddenly 
stands still or even goes back for a short time. The cause may be 
sickness, cutting teeth, learning to walk, or often a removal to 
new surrotmdings or an open*air life in summer. Under such 
circumstances even the word ‘ I' may be lost for a time. 

Some children develop very rapidly for some years until they 
have reached a certain point, where they stop altogether, while 
others retain the power to develop steadily to a much later age. 
It is the same with some races : negro children in American schools 
may, while they are little, be up to the standard of their white 
schoolfellows, whom they cannot cope with in later life. 

The two sexes differ very greatly in regard to speech—as in 
regard to most other things. Little girls, on the average, learn 
to talk earlier and more quickly than boys; they outstrip them 
in talking correctly; their pronimciation is not spoilt by the many 
bad habits and awkwardnesses so often found in boys. It has 
been proved by statistics in many countries that there are far 
more stammerers and bad speakers among boys and men than 
among girls and women. The general receptivity of women, their 
great power of, and pleasure in, imitation, their histrionic talent, 
if one may so say—all this is a help to them at an early ago, so that 
they can get into other people’s way of talking with greater agility 
than boys of the same age. 

Everything that is conventional in language, everything in 
wnich the only thing of importance is to be in agreement with 
those around you, is the girls’ strong point. Boys may often 
show a certain reluctance to do exactly as others do: the pecu¬ 
liarities of their ‘ little language ’ are retained by them longer 
than by girls, and they will sometimes steadily refuse to correct 
their own abnormalities, which is very seldom the case with girls. 
Gaucherie and ori ginali ty thus are two points between which the 
speech of boys is constantly oscillating. Cf. below, Ch. XIII. 

VnL—§3. Mother-tongue and Other Tongue. 

The expression “ mother-tongue ” should not be understood 
too literally: the language which the child acquires naturally 
is not, or not always, his mother’s language. When a mother 
speaks with a foreign accent or in a pronounced dialect, her children 
as a rule speak their language as correctly as other children, or 
keep only the slightest tinge of their mother’s prouliarities. I 
have seen this very distinctly in many Danish families, in which 
the mother has kept up her Norwegian language all her life, and in 
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which the children have spoken pure Danish. Thus also in two 
families I know, in which a strong Swedish accent in one mother, 
and an unmistakable American pronunciation in the other, have 
not prevented the children from speaking Danish exactly as if 
their mothers had been born and bred in Denmark. I cannot, 
therefore, agree with Passy, who says that the child learns his 
mother’s sound system (Ch § 32), or with Dauzat’s dictum to the 
same effect (V 20). The father, as a rule, has still less influence; 
but what is decisive is the speech of those with whom the child 
comes in closest contact from the age of three or so, thus frequently 
servants, but even more effectually playfellows of his own age 
or rather slightly older than himself, with whom he is constantly 
thrown together for hours at a time and whose prattle is constantly 
in his ears at the most impressionable age, while he may not see 
and hear his father and mother except for a short time every day, 
at meals and on such occasions. It is also a well-known fact 
that the children of Danish parents in Greenland often learn the 
Eskimo language before Danish; and Meinhof says that German 
children in the African colonics will often learn the language of 
the natives earlier than German (MSA 139). 

This is by no means depreciating the mother’s influence, which 
is strong indeed, but chiefly in the first period, that of the child’s 
‘ little language.’ But that is the time when the child’s imitative 
power is weakest. His exact attention to the minutise of language 
dates from the time when he is thrown into a wider circle and 
has to make himself understood by many, so that his language 
becomes really identical with that of the community, where 
formerly he and his mother would rest contented with what they, 
but hardly anyone else, could understand. 

The influence of children on children cannot be overestimated.* 
Boys at school make fun of any peculiarities of speech noticed in 
schoolfellows who come from some other part of the country. 
Kipling tells us in Stalky and Co. how Stalky and Beetle carefully 
kicked McTurk out of his Irish dialect. When I read this, I was 
vividly reminded of the identical method my new friends applied 
to me when at the age of ten I was transplanted from Jutland 
to a school in Seeland and excited their merriment through some 
Jutlandish expressions and intonations. And so we may say that 
the most important factor in spreading the common or standard 
language is children themselves. 

It often happens that children who are compelled at home to 
talk without any admixture of dialect talk pure dialect when 
playing with their schoolfellows out of doors. They can keep the 

* Henea, also, the second or third child in a faxnily will, as a rule, leam 
to speak more rapidly than the eldest. 
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two forms of speech distinct. In the same way they can leam 
two lemguages less closely connected. At times this results in 
very strange blendings, at least for a time; but many children 
will easily pass from one language to the other without mixing 
them up, especially if they come in contact with the two languages 
in different surroundings or on the lips of different people. 

It is, of course, an advantage for a child to be familiar with 
two languages: but without doubt the advantage may be, and 
generally is, purchased too dear. First of all the child in question 
hardly learns either of the two languages as perfectly as he would 
have done if he had limited himself to one. It may seem, on the 
surface, as if he talked just like a native, but he does not really 
command the fine points of the language. Has any bilingual child 
ever developed into a great artist in speech, a poet or orator ? 

Secondly, the brain effort required to master two languages 
instead of one certainly diminishes the child’s power of learning 
other things which might and ought to be learnt. Schuchardt 
rightly remarks that if a bilingual man has two strings to his bow, 
both are rather slack, and that the three souls which the ancient 
Roman said he possessed, owing to his being able to talk three 
different languages, were probably very indifferent souls after all. 
A native of Luxemburg, where it is usual for children to talk 
both French and German, says that few Luxemburgers talk both 
languages perfectly. “ Germans often say to us: * You speak 
German remarkably well for a Frenchman,’ and French people 
will say, ‘ They are Germans who speak our language excellently.* 
Nevertheless, we never speak either language as fiuently as the 
natives. The worst of the system is, that instead of learning 
things necessary to us we must spend our time and energy in 
learning to express the same thought in two or three languages 
at the same time.” ^ 

ym.—§4. Playing at Language. 

The child takes delight in making meaningless sounds long 
after it has learnt to talk the language of its elders. At 2.2 Frans 
amused himself with long series of such sounds, uttered with the 
most confiding look and proper intonation, and it was a joy to 
him when I replied with similar sounds. He kept up this game 
for years. Once (4.11) after such a performance he asked me: 
“ Is that English 1 ”—No.”—Why not 1 ”—‘‘ Because I under* 
stand English, but I do not'^understand what you say.” An 
hour later he came back and asked: ” Father, do you know all 
languages ! **—” No, there are many I don’t know.”—Do you 
*■ I traiudate this from Ido, tm Tha Intamational Ltmffuaga, May 1012. 
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In all accounts of children’s talk you find words which cannot 
be referred back to the normal language, but which have cropped 
up from some unsounded depth of the child’s soul. I give a few 
from notes sent to me by Danish friends: goi ‘comb,’ ptUpiU 
‘ stocking, or any other piece of garment,’ i-a-a ‘ chocolate,* 
gdn * water to drink, milk ’ (kept apart from the usi^al word vand 
for water, «phich she used only for water to wash in), heah ‘ news¬ 
paper, book.’ Some such words have become famous in psycho¬ 
logical literature because they were observed by Darwin and 
Taine. Among less famous instances from other books I may 
mention tibu ’ bird * (Striimpel), adi ‘ cake ’ (Ament), be'lum-be’lum 
‘ toy with two men turning about,’ tvakaka ’ soldier,’ nda * jar,* 
pamma * pencil,’ bium ‘ stocking ’ (Meringcr). 

An American correspondent writes that his boy was fond of 
pushing a stick over the carpet after the manner of a carpet- 
sweeper and called the operation jazing. He coined the word 
borkens as a name for a particular sort of blocks with which he 
was accustomed to play. He was a nervous child and his imagina¬ 
tion created objects of terror that haunted him in the dark, and to 
these he gave the name of Boons. This name may, however, be 
derived from baboons. Mr. Harold Palmer tells me that his 
daughter (whose native language was French) at an early age 
used ['fu'we] for ‘ soap ’ and [de'de^] for ‘ horse, wooden horse, 
merry-go-round.’ 

Dr. F. Poulsen, in his book Rejser og rids (Copenhagen, 1920), 
says about his two-year-old daughter that when she gets hold 
of her mother’s fur-collar she will pet it and lavish on it all kinds 
of tender self-invented names, such as apu or a-fo-me-me. The latter 
word, “ which has all the melodious euphony and vague signification 
of primitive language,” is applied to anything that is rare and 
funny and worth rejoicing at. On a summer day’s excursion there 
was one new a-fo-me-me after the other. 

In spite of all this, a point on which all the most distinguished 
investigators of children’s language of late years are agreed is 
that children never invent words. Wundt goes so far as to say 
that “ the child’s language is the result of the child’s environment, 
the child being essentially a passive instrument in the matter ” 
(S 1. 296)—one of the most wrong-headed sentences I have ever 
read in the works of a great scientist. Meumann says : ” Preyer 
and after him almost every careful observer among child-psycholo¬ 
gists have strongly held the view that it is impossible to speak 
of a child inventing a word.” Similarly Meringer, L 220, Stem, 
126, 273, 337 ff., Bloomfield, SL 12. 

These investigators seem to have been led astray by expressions 
such as ‘shape out of nothing,’ ‘invent,’ ‘original creation* 
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(Urschdpfung), and to have taken this doctrinaire attitude in 
partial defiance of the facts they have themselves advanced. 
Expressions like those adduced occur over and over again in their 
discussions, and Meumann says openly: ** Invention demands a 
methodical proceeding with intention, a conception of an end to 
be realized.’' Of course, if that is necessary it is clear that we 
can speak of invention of words in the case of a chemist seeking 
a word for a new substance, and not in the case of a tiny child. 
But are there not many inventions in the technical world, which 
we do not hesitate to call inventions, which have come about 
more or less by chance ? Wasn’t it so probably with gunpowder I 
According to the story it certainly was so with blotting-paper: 
the foreman who had forgotten to add size to a portion of writing- 
paper was dismissed, but the manufacturer who saw that the paper 
thus spoilt could be turned to account instead of the sand hitherto 
used made a fortune. So according to Meumann blotting-paper 
has never been ‘ invented.’ If in order to acknowledge a child’s 
creation of a word we are to postulate that it has been produced 
out of nothing, what about bicycles, fountain-pens, typewriters— 
each of which was something existing before, carried just a little 
further ? Are they on that account not inventions ? One would 
think not, when one reads these writers on children’s language, 
for as soon as the least approximation to a word m the normal 
language is discovered, the child is denied both ‘ invention ’ and 
‘ the speech-forming faculty ’ 1 Thus Stern (p. 338) says that 
his daughter in her second year used some words which might 
be taken as proof of the power to create words, but for the fact 
that it was here possible to show how these ‘ new ’ words had grown 
out of normal words. EiscTtei, for instance, was used as a verb 
meaning ‘ go, walk,’ but it originated in the words etna, zwei (one, 
two) which were said when the child was taught to walk. Other 
examples are given comparable to those mentioned above (106,116) 
as mutilations of the first period. Now, even if all those words 
given by myself and others as original inventions of children 
could be proved to be similar perversions of ‘ real ’ words (which 
is not likely), I should not hesitate to speak of a word-creating 
faculty, for eischei, ‘ to walk,’ is both in form and still more in 
meaning far enough from eins, zwei to be reckoned a totally 
new word. 

We can divide words ' invented ' by children into three classes: 

A. The child gives both sound and meaning. 

B. The grown-up people give the sound, and the child the 

meaning. 

C. The child gives the sound, grown-up people the meaning. 
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Now we come to words meaning ‘ father,’ and quite naturally, 
where the sound-groups containing m have already been inter¬ 
preted in the sense ‘ mother,* a word for * father ’ ^1 be sought 
in the syllables with p. It is no doubt frequently noticed in the 
nursery that the baby 8 a 3 r 8 mama where one expected papa, and 
▼ice versa; but at last he learns to deal out the syllables ‘ rightly,’ 
as we say/' The history of the forms pajia, poppa and pa is analo¬ 
gous to the history of the m syllables already traced. We have 
the same extension of the sound by fr in the word paier, which 
according to recognized laws of sound-change is found in the 
French pire, the English father, the Danish fader, the Qerman 
voter, etc. Philologists no longer, fortunately, derive these words 
from a root pa * to protect,’ and see therein a proof of the * highly 
moral spirit ’ of our aboriginal ancestors, as Fick and others did. 
Papa, as we know, also became an honourable title for a reverend 
ecclesiastic, and hence comes the name which we have in the 
form Pope. 

Side by side with the p forms we have forms in h —^Italian 
babbo, Bulgarian habd, Serbian bdba, Turkish baba. Beginnmg 
with the vowel we have the Semitic forms ab, aim and finally abba, 
which is well known, since through Greek abbae it has become the 
name for a spiritual father in all European languages, our form 
being Abbot. 

Again, we have some names for * father ’ with dental sounds: 
Sanskrit tatd, Russian tata, tyatya, Welsh tat, etc. The English 
dad, now so universal, is sometimes considered to have been bor¬ 
rowed from this Welsh word, which in certain connexions has an 
initial d, but no doubt it had an independent origin. In Slavonic 
languages did is extensively used for * grandfather ’ or * old man.’ 
Thus also deite, teite in German dialects. T<Ua ‘ father ’ is found 
in Congo and other African languages, also (iatta) in Negro- 
English (Surinam). And just as words for * mother ’ change their 
meaning from ‘ mother ’ to ' aunt,’ so these forms in some lan¬ 
guages come to mean ‘ uncle ’: Gr. HhtAoa (whence Italian zto), 
Lithuanian dede, Russian dyadya. 

With an initial vowel we get the form alta, in Greek u^d in 
addressing old people, in Gothic the ordinary word for ’father,’ 
which with a termination added gives the proper name Attila, 
originally ‘ little father *; with another ending we have Russian 
otee. Outside our own family of languages we find, for instance, 
Magyar alya, Turkish ata, Basque aita, Greenlandic aeta ta * father,’ 
while in the last-mentioned language a'ta means * grandfather.’ * 

* I subjoin m tew additional examples. Basque aita ‘father,’ ama 
<mother/ anaya ’brother’ (Zeitseh. f. rotn. Phil. 17, 146). Manchu ama 
* father,’ erne * mother ’ (the vowel relatitm as in haha * man,’ heht ' woman,’ 
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The nurse, too, comes in for her share in these names, as she 
too is greeted by the child’s babbling and is tempted to take it 
as the child’s name for her; thus we get the German and Scandi* 
navian amme, Polish niania, Russian nyanya, of. our Nanny. 
These words cannot be kept distinct from names for ‘ aunt,’ cf. 
amita above, and in Sansl^t we find mama for * uncle.’ 

It is perhaps more doubtful if we can find a name for the 
child itself which has arisen in the same way; the nearest example 
is the Engl, babe, baby, German bube (with u as in muhme above), 
but bcAe has also been explained as a word derived normally from 
OFr. baube, from Lat. balbua ‘stammering.’ When the name 
Bab or Baba (Babbe in a Danish family) becomes the pet-name 
for a little girl, this has no doubt come from an interpretation 
put on her own meaningless sounds. Ital. bambo {bambino) cer¬ 
tainly belongs here. We may here mention also some terms for 
‘ doll,’ Lat. p«po or j>uppa, G. puppe ; with a derivative ending 
we have Fr. poupie, E. puppet (Chaucer, A 3254, popelote). These 
words have a rich semantic development, cf. pupa (Dan. puppe, 
etc.) ‘ chrysalis,’ and the diminutive Lat. pupiUus, pupilla, which 
was used for ‘ a little child, minor,’ whence E. pupil ‘ disciple,* 
but also for the little child seen in the eye, whence E. (and other 
languages) pupil, ‘ central opening of the eye.’ 

A child has another main interest—^that is, in its food, the 
breast, the bottle, etc. In many countries it has been olwerved 
that very early a child uses a long m (without a vowel) as a sign 
that it wants something, but we can hardly be right in supposing 
that the sound is originally meant by children in this sense. They 
do not use it consciously till they see that grown-up people on 
hearing the sound come up and find out what the child wants. 
And it is the same with the developed forms which are uttered 
by the child in its joy at getting something to eat, and which are 
therefore interpreted as the child’s expression for food: am, mom, 
mommam, or the same words with a final a —^that is, really the same 
groups of sounds which came to stand for ‘ mother.’ The deter¬ 
mination of a particular form to a particular meaning is always 
due to the adults, who, however, can subsequently teaxb, it to the 
child. Under tbia heading comes the sound ham, which Taine 
observed to be one child’s expression for hunger or thirst (A mute ?), 
and similarly the word mum, meaning ‘ something to eat,’ invented, 

OabelentB, S S89). Kutenai pa- ‘ brother’s daughter,’ papa ‘ grandmother 
(said by male), grandfather, grandson,’ pat\ * nephew,’ tna ‘ mother,’ nana 
• youni^r sister’ (of girl), alnana ‘ sisters,’ iite ‘ mother-in-law.’ titu * father 
(of male)—(Boas, Kutenai TaUa, Bureau of Am. Ethnol. 69, 1918). Cf. 
also Sapir, “ Kinship Terms of the Kootenay Indians ” (Am^. Anthropologiat, 
vd. 20). In the aama writer’s Tana Terma oj RelaUotuhip (Univ. of Cali, 
foinia, 1018) there seems to be vary little from this sootoe. 
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as we are told, by Darwin’s son and often uttered with a rising 
intonation, as in a question, ‘ Will you give me something to eat 1 ’ 
Lindner’s child (1.5) is said to have used papp for everything 
eatable and mem or mom for anything drinkable. In normal 
language we have forms like Sansl^t mamsa (Gothic mimz) and 
mas ‘ flesh,’ our own meat (which formerly, like Dan. mad, meant 
any kind of food), German mus * jam ’ (whence also gem&ae), and 
finally Lat. mandere and manducare ‘ to chew ’ (whence Fr- manger) 
—all developments of this childish ma{m). 

As the child’s first nourishment is its mother’s breast, its joyous 
mamama can also be taken to mean the breast. So we have the 
Latin mamma (with a diminutive ending mammilla, whence 
Pr. mamdle), and with the other labial sound Engl, pap, Nor¬ 
wegian and Swed. dial, pappe, Lat. papilla ; with a different vowel. 
It. poppa, Er. porape, ‘ teat of an animal, formerly also of a woman ’; 
with h, G. hUhhi, obsolete E. htdihy ; with a dentel, E. teat (G. zitzd), 
Ital. Mia, Dan. title, Swed. dial, tatte. Further we have words 
like E. pap ‘ soft food,’ Latin papare ‘ to eat,' orig. ‘ to suck,’ 
and some G. forma for the same, pappen, pampen, pampfen. 
Perhaps the beginning of the word milk goes back to the baby’s 
ma applied to the mother’s breast or milk; the latter half may 
then be connected with Lat. lac. In Greenlandic we have ama rna 
‘ suckle.’ 

Inseparable from these words is the sound, a long m or am, 
which expresses the child’s delight over something that tastes 
good ; it has by-forms in the Scotch nyam or nyamnyam, the English 
seaman’s term yam ‘ to eat,’ and with two dentals the French 
nanan ‘ sweetmeats.’ Some linguists will have it that the Latin 
amo ‘ I love ’ is derived from this am, which expresses pleasurable 
satisfaction. When a father tells me that his son (1.10) uses 
the wonderful words nanancei for ‘ chocolate ’ and jajajaja for 
picture-book, we have no doubt here also a case of a grown 
person’s interpretation of the originally meaningless sounds of 
a child. 

Another meaning that grown-up people may attach to syllables 
uttered by the child is that of ‘ good-bye,’ as in English tote, which 
has now been incorporated in the ordinary language.^ Stem 
probably is right when he thinks that the French adieu would 
not have been accepted so commonly in Germany and other 
countries if it had not accommodated itself so easily, especially 
in the form commonly used in German, ade, to the child’s natural 
word. 

1 Tata is also used for ‘ a walk ' (to go out for a ta-ta, or to go out ta-taa) 
and for ‘ a hat'—^meanings that may very well have developed from the 
ehild’s saying these ayllables when going out or preparing to go out^ 
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There are some words for ‘ bed, sleep ’ which clearly belong 
to this class: Tuscan na»na ‘cradle,’ Sp. hacer la nana ‘go to 
sleep,’ E. bye-bye (possibly associated with good-bye, instead of 
which is also said byebye) ; Stern mentions baba (Berlin), beibei 
(Russian), bobo (Malay), but bischbiach, which he also gives here, 
is evidently (like the Danish visse) imitative of the sound used for 
hushing. 

Words of this class stand in a way outside the common words 
of a language, owing to their origin and their being continually 
new-created. One cannot therefore deduce laws of sound-change 
from them in their original shape ; and it is equally wrong to use 
them as evidence for an original kinship between different families 
of language and to coimt them as loan-words, as is frequently 
done (for example, when the Slavonic baba is said to be borrowed 
from Turkish). The English papa and mam(m)a, and the same 
words in German and Danish, Italian, etc., are almost always 
regarded as borrowed from French ; but Cauer rightly points out 
that Nausikaa {Odyssey 6. 67) addresses her father as pappa fit, 
and Homer caimot be suspected of borrowing from French. Still, 
it is true that fashion may play a part in deciding how long children 
may be permitted to say papa and mamma, and a French fashion 
may in this respect have spread to other European countries, 
especially in the seventeenth century. We may not find these 
words in early use in the literatures of the different countries, but 
this is no proof that the words were not used in the nursery. As 
soon as a word of this class has somewhere got a special application, 
this can very well pass as a loan-word from land to land—as we 
saw in the case of the words abbot and pope. And it may be 
granted with respect to the primary use of the words that there 
are certain national or quasi-national customs which determine 
what grown people expect to hear from babies, so that one nation 
expects and recognizes papa, another dad, a third atta, for the 
meaning ‘father.’ 

When the child hands something to somebody or reaches out 
for something he will generally say something, and if, as often 
happens, this is ta or da, it will be taken by its parents and others 
as a real word, different according to the language they speak; 
in England as there or thanks, in Denmark as tak ‘thanks’* or 
^ ‘ take,’ in Germany as da ‘ there,’ in France as tims ‘ hold,’ 
in Russia as day ‘ give,’ in Italy as to, {— togli) ‘ take.* The 
form ti in Homer is interpreted by some as an imperative of 
teino ‘stretch.* These instances, however, are slightly different 

^ The Swede Bolin saya that his child said tatt-tatt, which ho interprets 
sa took, even when henHing something to others. 
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in character from those discussed in the main part of this 
chapter.^ 

^ The views advanced in 18 have some TOints in contact with the remarks 
found in Stem’s ch. adz, p. 300, only that 1 lay more stress on the arbitrary 
interpretation of the child's meaningless syllables on the part of the ^own- 
ops, and that 1 cannot approve his theory of the m syllables as * centripetal * 
and the p syllables as ‘centrifugal imeotive-volitional natural sounds.’ 
Paul (P § 127) says that the nursery-language with its bounuow, papa, mama, 
etc., “ is not the invention of the children; it is handed over to them just 
08 any other language ”; he overlooks the share children have themselves 
in them words, or in some of them; nor ore they, os he says, formed by 
the grown-ups with a purely pedagogical purpose. Nor can I find that 
Wundt’s chapter “Angebliche worterfindung des kindes” (S 1. 273-287) 
eontfuns decmve arguments. Curtius (K 88) thinks that Qr. patir was 
first shortened into pA and this then extendi into p&ppa —but certainly 
it is rather the other way round. 



CHAFTEB IX 


THE INFLUENCE OF THE CHILD ON 
LINGUISTIC DEVELOPMENT 

11. Conflicting Views. § 2. Meringer. Analogy. { 3. Herzog’s Theory ol 
Sound Changes. § 4. Oradual Shiftings. § 0. Leaps. { 0. Assimila* 
tions, etc. § 7. Stump-words. 

IX.—§ 1. Conflicting Views. 

We all know that in historical times languages have been con> 
Btantly changing, and we have much indirect evidence that in 
prehistoric times they did the same thing. But when it is 
asked if these changes, unavoidable as they seem to be, are to be 
ascribed primarily to children and their defective imitation of 
the speech of their elders, or if children’s language in general 
plays no part at all in the history of language, we find linguists 
expressing quite contrary views, without the question having 
ever been really thorougUy investigated. 

Some hold that the child acquires its language with such per¬ 
fection that it cannot be held responsible for the changes recorded 
in the history of languages: others, on the contrary, hold that 
the most important source of these changes is to be found in the 
transmission of the language to new generations. How undecided 
the attitude even of the foremost linguists may be towards the 
question is perhaps best seen in the views expressed at different 
times by Sweet. In 1882 he reproaches Paul with paying attention 
only to the shiftings going on in the pronimciation of the same 
individual, and not acknowledging “ the much more potent cause 
of change which exists in the fact that one generation can learn 
the sounds of the preceding one by imitation only. It is an open 
question whether the modifications made by the individual in a 
sound he has once learnt, independently of imitation of those 
around him, are not too infinitesimal to have any appreciable 
effect” (CP 163). In the same spirit he asserted in 1899 that 
the process of learning our own language in childhood is a very 
slow one, ” and the results are always imperfect. ... If languages 
were learnt perfectly by the children of each generation, then 
language would not change: English children would still speak 
a language as old at least as ’ Anglo-Saxon,’ and there would be 

11 m 
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no Buch languages as French and Italian. The changes in languages 
are simply slight mistakes, which in the course of generations 
completely alter the character of the language ” (PS 76). But 
only one year later, in 1900, he maintains that the child’s imitation 
“is in most cases practically perfect”—“the main cause of 
sound-change must therefore be sought elsewhere. The real 
cause of sound-change seems to be organic shifting—^failure to hit 
the mark, the result either of carelessness or sloth ... a slight 
deviation from the pronunciation learnt in infancy may easily 
pass unheeded, especially by those who make the same change 
in their own pronunciation ” (H 19 f.). By the term “ organic 
shifting ” Sweet evidently, as seen from his preface, meant shifting 
in the pronunciation of the adult, thus a modification of the sound 
learnt ‘ perfectly ’ in childhood. Paul, who in the first edition 
(1880) of his Prinzipien der Sprachgeachichte did not mention 
the influence of children, in all the following editions (2nd, 1886, 
p. 68; 3rd, 1898, p. 68; 4th, 1909, p. 63) expressly says that 
“die hauptveranlassung zum lautwandel in der fibertragung der 
laute auf neue individuen liegt,” while the shiftings within the 
same generation are very slight. Paul thus modified his view in 
the opposite direction of Sweet ’—and did so under the influence 
of Sweet’s criticism of his own first view 1 

When one finds scholars expressing themselves in this manner 
and giving hardly any reasons for their views, one is tempted to 
believe that the question is perhaps insoluble, that it is a mere 
toss-up, or that in the sentence “children’s imitation is nearly 
perfect ” the stress may be laid, according to taste, now on the word 
nearly, and now on the word perfect. I am, however, convinced that 
we can get a little farther, though only by breaking up the question, 
instead of treating it as one vague and indeterminate whole. 

IX.—§ 2. Meringer. Analogy. 

Among recent writers Meringer has gone furthest into the 
question, adhering in the main to the general view that, just as 
in other fields, social, economic, etc., it is grown-up men who 
take the lead in new developments, so it is grown-up men, and 
not women or children, who carry things forward in the field of 

i The same inoonaiatenoy ia found in Dauzat, who in 1910 thought that 
nothing, and in 1012 that nearly everything, was due to imperfect imitation 
by the child (V 22 S., Ph 53, cL 3). Wechaaler (L p. 86) quotes passages 
from Bremer, Fassy, Bousselot and WallenskOld, in which the chief cause 
of sound changes is attributed to the child ; to these might be added Storm 
{Phonetiaeke Stttdien, 6. 200) and A. Thomson (IF 24, 1909, p. 9), probably 
also Orammont {Mil. linguiat. 61). Many writers seem to imt^ne that 
the question ia settled when they are able to culduce a certain number of 
panLuel changes in the pronunciation of some child and in the histories) 
(wroUw.ftAnw' iw/f iWwtTOaflsasi,. 
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language. In one place he justifira his standpoint by a reference 
to a special case, and I will take this as the starting-point of my 
own consideration of the question. He says : ** It can be shown 
by various examples that they [changes in language] are decidedly 
not due to children. In Ionic, Attic and Lesbian Greek the 
words for ‘ hundreds * are formed in -kosioi {diakdsioi, etc.), while 
elsewhere (in Doric and Bceotian) they appear as -kdtioi. How 
does the o arise in -kdaioi ? It is generally said that it comes 
from o in the ‘ tens ’ in the termination -konta. Can it be children 
who have formed the words for hundreds on the model of the 
words for tens, children under six years old, who are just learning 
to talk ? Such children generally have other things to attend 
to than to practise themselves in numerals above a hundred.” 
Similar formations are adduced from Latin, and it is stated that 
the personal pronotms are especially subject to change, but children 
do not use the personal pronouns till an age when they are already 
in firm possession of the language. Mcringer then draws the 
conclusion that the share which children take in bringing about 
linguistic change is a very small one. 

Now, I should like first to remark that even if it is possible to 
point to certain changes in language which cannot be ascribed 
to little children, this proves nothing with regard to the very 
numerous changes which lie outside these limits. And next, 
that all the oases here mentioned are examples of formation by 
analogy. But from the very nature of the case, the conditions 
requisite for the occurrence of such formations are exactly the 
same in the case of adults and in that of the children. For what 
are the conditions ? Some one feels an impulse to express some¬ 
thing, and at the moment has not got the traditional form at 
command, and so is driven to evolve a form of his own from the 
rest of the linguistio material. It makes no difPerence whether 
he has never heard a form used by other people which expresses 
what he wants, or whether he has heard the traditional form, 
but has not got it ready at hand at the moment. The method ol 
procedme is exactly the same whether it takes place in a three- 
year-old or in an eighty-three-year-old brain: it is therefore 
senseless to put the question whether formations by analogy are 
or are not due to children. A formation by analogy is by 
definition a non-traditional form. It is therefore idle to ask if 
it is due to the fact that the language is transmitted from generation 
to generation and to the child’s imperfect repetition of what has 
been transmitted to it, and Merihger’s argument tbus breaks 
down in every respect. 

It must not, of course, be overlooked that children natural^^ 
oome to invent more formations by analogy than grown-up people, 
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because the latter in many oases have heard the older forms so 
often that they find a place in their speech without any effort 
being required to recall them. But that does not touch the 
problem under discussion; besides, formations by analogy are 
unavoidable and indispensable, in the talk of all, even of the 
most ‘grown-up’: one cannot, indeed, move in language without 
having recourse to forms and constructions that are not directly 
and fully transmitted to us: speech is not alone reproduction, 
but just as much new-production, because no situation and no 
impulse to communication is in every detail exactly the same 
as what has occurred on earlier occasions. 


IX.—§ 3. Herzog’s Theory of Sound Changes. 

If, leaving the field of analogical changes, we begin to inquire 
whether the purely phonetic changes can or must be ascribed to 
the fact that a new generation has to learn the mother-tongue 
by imitation, we shall first have to examine an interesting theory 
in which the question is answered in the affirmative, at least with 
regard to those phonetic changes which are gradual and not 
brought about all at once; thus, when in one particular language 
one vowel, say [e*], is pronounced more and mote closely till 
finally it becomes [i ], as has happened in E. set formerly pro¬ 
nounced [se ] with the same vowel as in Q. see, now [si*]. E. 
Herzog maintains that such changes happen through transference 
to new generations, even granted that the children imitate the 
sound of the grown-up people perfectly. For, it is said, children 
with their little mouths cannot produce acoustically the same 
sound as adults, except by a different position of the speech- 
organs ; this position they keep for the rest of their lives, so that 
when they are grown-up and their mouth is of full size they produce 
a rather different sound from that previously heard—^which altered 
sound is again imitated by the next generation with yet another 
position of the organs, and so on. This continuous play of 
generation v. generation may be illustrated in this way: 


Abtioulatioh eorreaponding to Sound. 


1st 


generation-^l 
2nd generation*|^j 
3rd gei»ration{J°7« ^ ® 


young A1 
old A1 
young A2 
old A2 


51 

52 

52 

53 


1 So6 E. Herzog, StreUJragen der roman. phUtlogie, i. (1904), p. 57—1 
modify his symboli a littia 
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It is, however, easy to prove that this theory cannot be correct. 
(1) It is quite certain that the increase in size of the mouth is 
far less important than is generally supposed (see my Fomtik, 
p. 379 ff., PhG, p. 80 £f.; cf. above, V § 1). (2) It cannot be proved 
that people, after once learning one definite way of producing a 
sound, go on producing it in exactly the same way, even if the 
acoustic result is a different one. It is much more probable that 
each individual is constantly adapting himself to the sounds heard 
from those around him, even if this adaptation is neither as 
quick nor perhaps as perfect as that of children, who can very 
rapidly accommodate their speech to the dialect of new surround¬ 
ings : if very far-reaching changes are rare in the case of grown-up 
people, this proves nothing against such small adaptations as 
are here presupposed. In favour of the continual regulation of 
the sound through the ear may be adduced the fact that adults 
who become perfectly deaf and thus lose the control of sounds 
through hearing may come to speak in such a way that their 
words can hardly be understood by others. (3) The theory in 
question also views the relations between successive generations 
in a way that is far removed from the realities of life: from the 
wording one might easily imagine that there were living together 
at any given time only individuals of ages separated by, say, 
thirty years’ distance, while the truth of the matter is that a 
child is normally surrounded by people of all ages and learns its 
language more or less from all of them, from Grannie down to 
little Dick from over the way, and that (as has already been 
remarked) its chief teachers are its own brothers and sisters and 
other playmates of about the same age as itself. If the theory 
were correct, there would at any rate be a marked difference 
in vowel-sounds between anyone and his grandfather, or, still 
more, great-grandfather: but nothing of the kind has ever been 
described. (4) The chief argument, however, against the theory 
is this, that were it true, then all shiftings of sounds at all times 
and in all languages would proceed in exactly the same direction. 
But this is emphatically contradicted by the history of language. 
The long a in English in one period was rounded and raised into 
o, as in OE. atan, na, ham, which have become atone, no, home; 
but when a few centuries later new long a’s had entered the 
language, they followed the opposite direction towards e, now 
[ei], as in name, male, take. Similarly in Danish, where an old 
stratum of long a’s have become d, as in dZ, gda, while a later stratum 
tends rather towards [ee], as in the present pronunciation of gade, 
hale, etc. At the same time the long a in Swedish tends towards 
the rounded pronunciation (cf. Fr. dme, paa ): in one sister language 
we thus witness a repetition of the old shifting, in the other a 
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tendency in the opposite direction. And it is the same with all 
those languages which we can pursue far enough back: they all 
present the same picture of varying vowel shiftings in different 
directions, which is totally incompatible with Herzog’s view. 


IX.—$4. Gradual Shiftings. 

We shall do well to put aside such artificial theories and look 
soberly at the facts. When some soimds in one century go one 
way, and in another, another, while at times they remain long 
unchanged, it all rests on this, that for human habits of this sort 
there is no standard measure. Set a man to saw a hundred logs, 
measuring No. 2 by No. 1, No. 3 by No. 2, and so on, and you will 
see considerable deviations from the original measure—perhaps 
all going in the same direction, so that No. 100 is very much 
longer than No. 1 as the result of the sum of a great many small 
deviations—perhaps all going in the opposite direction; but it 
is also possible that in a certain series he was inclined to make 
the logs too long, and in the next series too short, the two sets 
of deviations about balancing one another. 

It is much the same with the formation of speech sounds : 
at one moment, for some reason or other, in a particular mood, 
in order to lend authority or distinction to our words, we may 
happen to lower the jaw a little more, or to thrust the tongue a 
little more forward than usual, or inversely, under the influence 
of fatigue or Ituziness, or to sneer at someone else, or because we 
have a cigar or potato in our mouth, the movements of the jaw 
or of the tongue may fall short of what they usually are. We 
have all the while a sort of conception of an average pronunciation, 
of a normal degree of opening or of protrusion, which we aim 
at, but it is nothing very fixed, and the only measure at our dis< 
posal is that we are or are not understood. What is understood 
is all right: what does not meet this requirement must be repeated 
with greater correctness as an answer to ‘ I beg your pardon ?' 

Everyone thinks that he talks to-day just as he did yesterday, 
and, of course, he does so in nearly every point But no one knows 
if he pronounces his mother-tongue in every respect in the same 
manner as he did twenty years ago. May we not suppose that what 
happens with faces happens here also ? One lives with a friend day 
in and day out, and he appears to be just what he was years ago, but 
someone who returns home after a long absence is at once struck 
by the changes which have gradually accumulated in the interval. 

Changes in the sounds of a language are not, indeed, so rapid 
as those in the appearance of an individual, for the simple reason 
that it is not enough for one man to alter his pronunciation. 
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many must co-operate: the social nature and social aim of lan¬ 
guage has the natural consequence that all must combine in the 
same movement, or else one neutralizes the changes introduced 
by the other; each individual also is continually under the influ- 
mice of his fello\ies, and involuntarily fashions his pronunciation 
according to the impression he is constantly receiving of other 
people’s sounds. But as regards those little gradual shiftings of 
sounds which take place in spite of all this control and its con¬ 
servative influence, changes in which the sound and the articulation 
alter simultaneously, I cannot see that the transmission of the 
language to a new generation need exert any essential influence: 
we may imagine them being brought about equally well in a society 
which for hundreds of years consisted of the same adults who 
never died and had no issue. 

IX.—§ 6. Leapt. 

While in the shiftings mentioned in the last paragraphs 
articulation and acoustic impression went side by side, it is 
different with some shiftings in which the old sound and the new 
resemble one another to the ear, but differ in the position of the 
organs and the articulations. For instance when [p] as in E. 
thick becomes [f] and [6] as in E. mother becomes [v], one can 
hardly conceive the change taking place in the pronunciation of 
people who have learnt the right sound as children. It is very 
natural, on the other hand, that children should imitate the 
harder soimd by giving the easier, which is very like it, and which 
they have to use in many other words : forms like fru for (brought 
toiv, muwer for with, mo^r, are frequent in the mouths of children 
long before they begin to make their appearance in the speech 
of adults, where they are now beginning to be very frequent in 
the Cockney dialect. (Of. MEG i. 13. 9.) The same transition is 
met with in Old Fr., where we have muef from modu, nif from 
nidu, fief from feodu, seif, now sot/, from site, estrif (E. strife) from 
stridh, glaive from gladiu, parvis from paradis, and possibly avoutre 
from adulteru, poveir, now pouvoir, from potere. In Old Gothonic 
we have the transition from P to f before I, as in Goth, plaqus = 
MHG. vlach, Goth. plaihan=OHG. fiihan, pliuhan^OBG. fiiohan ; 
cf. also E. ^e, G. feile—ON. pel, OE. pengd and fengel ‘ prince,’ 
and probably Q.finster, cf. OHG. dinstar (with d from p), OE. peostre. 
In Latin we have the same transition, e.g. in fumus, corresponding 
to Sansk. dhumds, Gr. thumds.^ 

^ In Russian Marfa, Fyodor, etc., we also hare / corresponding to original 
P, but in this case it is not a transition within one and the same language, 
but an imperfect imitation on the part of the (adult I) Russians of a sound 
in a foreign language (Greek th) which was not found in their own language 
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The change from the back-open consonant [x]—^the sound in 
G. buck and Scotch lock —^to /, which has taken place in enough, 
cough, etc., is of the same kind. Here clearly we have no gradual 
passage, but a jump, which could hardly take place in the case 
of those who had already learnt how to pronounce the back 
sound, but is easily conceivable as a case of defective imitation 
on the part of a new generation. I suppose that the same remark 
holds good with regard to the change from lewiof, which is found 
in some languages, for instance, Gr. hippos, corresponding to Lat. 
equua, Gr. hepornai=laA,. eequor, hipar=lja.t. jecur; Rumanian 
apa from Lat. agua, Welsh map, ‘ son *=Gaelic mac, pedtvar—Tx. 
cathir, ‘four,’ etc. In France I have heard children say [pizin] 
and [pidin] for cuisine. 


IX.—§6. Asshnilatioiis, etc. 

There is an important class of sound changes which have 
this in common with the class just treated, that the changes take 
place suddenly, without an intermediate stage being possible, as 
in the changes considered in IX §4. I refer to those cases 
of assimilation, loss of consonants in heavy groups and trans¬ 
position (metathesis), with which students of language are familiar 
in all languages. Instances abound in the speech of all children; 
see above, V §4. 

If now we dared to assert that such pronunciations are never 
heard from people who have passed their babyhood, we should 
here have found a field in which children have exercised a great 
infiuence on the development of language: but of course we 
eannot say anything of the sort. Any attentive observer can 
testify to the frequency of such mispronunciations in the speech 
of grown-up people. In many cases they are noticed neither by 
the speaker nor by the hearer, in many they may be noticed, but 
are considered too unimportant to be corrected, and finally, in 
some cases the speaker stops to repeat what he wanted to say in 
a corrected form. Now it would not obviously do, from theii 
frequency in adult speech, to draw the inference: “ These changes 
are not to be ascribed to children,” because from their frequent 
appearance on the lips of the children one could equally well infer: 
“ They are not to be ascribed to grown-up people ” When we 
find in Latin impotena and immeritua with m side by side with 
indignua and inaolitua with n, or when English handkerchief is 
pronounced with [^k] instead of the original [ndk], the change 
is not to be chargra against children or grown-up people exclu¬ 
sively, but against both parties together: and so when t is lost 
in waiatcoat [wesket], or poedrmn or eaatle, or i in naked. There 
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smith resented ” (Boswell, Life, ed. P. Fitzgerald, 1900, i. 486). 
Thackeray constantly says Pen for Arthur Pendennis, Coa for 
Costigan, Fo for Foker, Pop for Popjoy, oU Col for Colchicum. 
In the beginning of the last century Napoleon Bonaparte was 
generally called Nap or Boney; later we have such shortened 
names of public characters as Dizzy for Disraeli, Pam for Palmerston, 
Lobby for Labouchere, eto. These evidently are due to adults, 
and so are a great many other clippings, some of which have 
completely ousted the original long words, such as mob for mobile, 
brig for brigantine, fad for fadaise, cab for cabriolet, navvy for 
navigator, while others are still felt as abbreviations, such as 
photo for photograph, pub for public-house, caps for capital letters, 
ep&s for q>eoulation, aov for sovereign, zap for Zeppelin, divvy 
for dividend, hip for hypochondria, the Cri and the Pav for the 
Criterion and the Pavilion, and many other clippings of words 
which are evidently far above the level of very small children. 
The same is true of the abbreviations in which school and college 
slang abounds, words like %m(nastios), und€rgrcid{vaA»), trig- 
(onometry), la6(oratory), ma<nc(ulation), pffijp(aration), the Ouv 
for the governor, eto. The same remark is true of similar 
clippings in other languages, such as hUo for kilogram, Q. o6cr 
for oberkellner, French arMto(crate), reac(tionnaire), college terms 
like deaae for descriptive (g4om4trie d.), phdo for philosophie, 
pren for premier, am for second; Danish numerals like trea 
for tresindstyve (60), liaZt;J^‘erds(indstyve), jir«(indstyve). We are 
certainly justified in ext^ding the principle that abbreviation 
through trowing away the end of the word is due to those who 
have previously mastered the full form, to the numerous instances 
of shortened Christian names like Fred for Frederick, Em for 
Emily, Alec for Alexander, Di for Diana, Ftc for Victoria, eto. 
In other languages we find similar olippinp of names more or less 
carried through systematically, e.g. Greek Zeuxia for Zeuxippos, 
Old High German Wolfo for Wolfbrand, Wolfgang, etc., Icelandic 
Sigga for SigritSr, Siggi for SigurCr, eto. 

I see a corroboration of my theory in the fact that there are 
hardly any family names shortened by throwing away the begin¬ 
ning : children as a rule have no use for family names.^ The 
rule, however, is not laid down as absolute, but only as holding 
in the main. Some of the exceptions are easily accounted for. 
'Cello for violcmcello undoubtedly is an adults’ word, ori ginating 

^ Karl Sund4a, in his diligent and painstaking book on Elliptical Words 
in Modem English (U^ala, 1004) [i.e. clipped proper names, for common 
names are not treated in the long lists g^iven], mentions only two examples 
of surnames in which the final part is kept {BaH for Islebart, Piggy for 
Ouineapig, from obscure novels), though he has scores of examples in which 
the beginning is preserved. 
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in France or Italy: but here evidently it would not do to take 
the beginning, for then there would be confusion with violin 
(violon). Phone for telephone: the beginning might just as well 
stand for telegraph. Van for caravan; here the beginning would 
be identical with car. Bus, which made its appearance immediately 
after the first omnibus was started in the streets of London 
(1829), probably was thought expressive of the sound of these 
vehicles and suggested bustle. But bacco {baccer, baccy) for tobacco 
and tatera for potatoes belong to a different sphere altogether: 
they are not clippings of the usual sort, but purely phonetic 
developments, in which the first vowel has been dropped in rapid 
pronunciation (as in 7 a'pose), and the initial voiceless stop has 
then become inaudible; Dickens similarly writra Hickerlerly as 
a vulgar pronimciation of particularly.* 

1 It is often said that stress is decisive of what part is left oat in word- 
clippings, and from an a priori point of view this is what we should expect. 
But as a matter of fact we find in many instances that syllables with weak 
stress are preserved, e.g. in Jlfac(donald), Fen(dennis), the Cri, Vic, Nap, 
Nat for Nathaniel (orig. pronounced with [t], not [)>]), Val for Percival, 
Trix, etc. The middle is never kept as such with omission of the beginning 
and the ending ; Liz (whence Lizzy) has not arisen at one stroke from Eliza¬ 
beth, but mefiately through Eliz. Some of the adults’ clippings originate 
through abbreviations in writing, thus probably most of the college terms 
(exam, trig, etc.), thus also journalists’ clippings like ad for advertisement, 
par for paragraph; of. also caps for capitals. On stump-words see also 
below, Ch. XIV, §§ 8 and 9. 
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THE INFLUENCE OF THE CHILD-continued 

i 1. Confusion of Words. 12. Metanalysis. $ 3. Shiftings of Meanings. 

§4. Differentiations. §6. Summary. $6. Indirect Influence. $7. 

New Languages. 

X.—§ 1. Confusion of Words. 

Bomb of the most typical childish sound-substitutions can hardly 
be supposed to leave any tracra in language as permanently 
spoken, because they are always thoroughly corrected by the 
children themselves at an early age; among these I reckon the almost 
universal pronunciation of t instead of k. When, therefore, we 
do find that in some words a t has taken the place of an earlier 
k, we must look for some more specific cause of the change; but 
this may, in some cas^ at any rate, be found in a tendency of 
children’s speech which is totally independent of the inability 
to pronounce the sound of k at an early age, and is, indeed, in 
no way to be reckoned among phonetic tendencies, namely, the 
confusion resulting from an association of two words of similar 
sound (cf. above, p. 122). This, I take it, is the explanation of 
the word mate in the sense ‘ husband or wife,* which has replaced 
the earlier make : a confusion was here natural, because the word 
mate, ‘companion,* was similar not only in sound, but also in 
signification. The older name for the ‘soft roe’ of fishes was 
milk (as Dan. moelk, Q. mikh), but from the fifteenth century 
miU has been substituted for it, as if it were the same organ as 
the miU, ‘the spleen.’ Children will associate words of similar 
sound even in cases where there is no connecting link in their 
significations; thus we have bat for earlier bak, bakke (the animal, 
veepertilio), though the other word bat, ‘ a stick,’ is far removed 
in sense. 

I think we must explain the following cases of isolated sound- 
substitution as due to the same confusion with unconnected words 
in the minds of children hearing the new words for the first time: 
trunk in the sense of ‘ proboscis of an elephant,’ formerly trump, 
from Fr. trompe, confused with trunk, ‘ stem of a tree ’; stark- 
naked, formerly start-naked, from start, ‘ tail,’ confused with skirk, 
‘itiff’: vemit ‘air-hole,’ from Fr. fenU, confused with vent, 

in 
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* breath * (for this v oannot be due to the Southern dialectal transi* 
tion from f, as in vat from fat, for that transition does not, as a rule, 
take place in French loans); cocoa for cacao, confused udth coco* 
ntU ; match, from Fr. mlche, by confusion with the other match ; 
thine, ‘ rim of cask,’ from chime, of. Q. himme, ‘ border,’ confused 
with chine, * backbone.* I give some of these examples with a 
little diffidence, though I have no doubt of the general principle 
of childish confusion of unrelated words as one of the sources of 
irregularities in the development of sounds. 

These substitutions oannot of course be separated from 
instances of ‘popular etymology,* as when the phrase to curry 
favour was substituted for the former to curry favel, where favd 
means ‘ a fallow horse,* as the type of fraud or duplicity (cf. G. 
den fahlen hev^at reiten, ‘to act deceitfully,* etnea auf einem 
fahlen pferde ertappen, ‘ to catch someone lying *). 

X.—§2. Hetanalysis. 

We now come to the phenomenon for which I have ventured 
to coin the term ‘ metanalysis,* by which I mean that words or 
word'groups are by a new generation analyzed difierently from 
the analysis of a former age. Each child has to find out for himself, 
in hearing the connected speech of other people, where one word 
ends and the next one begins, or what belongs to the kernel and 
what to the ending of a word, etc. (VII §6). In most oases he 
will arrive at the same analysis as the former generation, but now 
and then he will put the boundaries in another place than formerly, 
and the new analysis may become general. A naddre (the ME. 
form for OE. an ncedre) thus became an adder, a napron became 
an apron, an nauger : an auger, a numpire : an umpire ; and in 
psychologically the same way an ewte (older form evete, OE. efete) 
became a newt: metanalysis accordingly sometimes shortens and 
sometimes lengthens a word. Riding as a name of one of the three 
districts of Yorkshire is due to a metanalysis of North Thriding 
(ON. yribjungr, ‘ third part *), as well as of East Thriding, West 
Thriding, after the sound of th had been assimilated to the 
preceding I. 

One of the most frequent forms of metanalysis consists in the 
subtraction of an a, which originally belonged to the kernel of a 
word, but is mistaken for the plural ending; in this way we have 
pea instead of the earlier peas, pease, cherry for ME. cherria, Fr. 
cerise, aaaet from asaeta, Fr. assez, etc. Cf. also the vulgar Chinee, 
Portuguee, eto.^ 

* See my BfEQ ii. 5. 6, and my paper on * Subtraktionsdannelser," in 
Ftettkrijt tit Vilh. Thonuen, 1894, p. 1 ff. 
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The influence of a new generation is also seen in those cases 
in which formerly separate words coalesce into one, as when he 
brealcfaaia, he breakfasted, is said instead of he breaks fast, he broke 
fast; of. vouchsafe, don (third person, vouchsafes, dons), instead of 
vouch safe, do on (third person, vouches safe, does on). Here, too, 
it is not probable that a person who has once learnt the real form 
of a word, and thus knows where it begins and where it ends, 
should have subsequently changed it: it is much more likely that 
all such changes originate with children who have once made 
a wrong analysis of what they have heard and then go on repeating 
the new forms all their lives# 


Z.—-§ 3. Shiftings of Meanings. 

Changes in the meaning of words are often so gradual that 
one cannot detect the different steps of the process, and changes 
of this sort, like the corresponding changes in the soimds of words, 
are to be ascribed quite as much to people already acquainted 
with the language as to the new generation. As examples we 
may mention the laxity that has changed the meaning of soon, 
which in 0£. meant ‘ at once,’ and in the same way of presently, 
originally * at present, now,’ and of the old anon. Dinner comes 
from OF. disner, which is the infinitive of the verb which in other 
forms was desjeun, whence modem French difeune (Lat. *desje- 
junare); it thus meant ‘ breakfast,’ but the hour of the meal 
thus termed was gradually shifted in the course of centuries, so 
that now we may have dinner twelve hours after breakfast. When 
picture, which originally meant ‘painting,’ came to be applied to 
drawings, photographs and other images; when hard came to 
be used as an epithet not only of nuts and stones, etc., but of words 
and labour; when fair, besides the old sense of ‘ beautiful,’ 
acquired those of * blond ’ and ‘ morally just ’; when meat, from 
meaning all kinds of food (as in sweetmeats, meat and drink), came 
to be restricted practically to one kind of food (butcher’s meat); 
when the verb grow, which at first was used only of plants, came 
to be used of animals, hairs, nails, feelings, etc., and, instead of 
implying always increase, might even be combined with such a 
predicative as smaller and smaller ; when pretty, from the meaning 
‘ skilful, ingenious,’ came to be a general epithet of approval 
(of. the modem American, a cunning child=* sweet ’), and, besides 
meaning good-looking, became on adverb of degree, as in pretty 
bad: neither these nor countless similar shiftings need be ascribed 
to any influence on the part of the learners of English; they can 
easily be accounted for as the product of innumerable small 
extensions and restrictions on the port of the users of the language 
after they have once acquired it. 
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But along udth changes of this sort we have others that have 
come about with a leap, and in which it is impossible to find 
intermediate stages between two seemingly heterogeneous meaning, 
as when head, from meaning a ‘prayer,’ comes to mean ‘a per¬ 
forated ball of glass or amber.’ these cases the change is occa¬ 
sioned by certain connexions, where the whole sense can only be 
taken in one way, but the syntactical construction admits of 
various interpretations, so that an ambiguity at one point gives 
occasion for a new conception of the meaning of the word. The 
phrase to count your beads originally meant ‘ to cotmt your 
prayers,’ but because the prayers were reckoned by little balls, 
the word beads came to be transferred to these objects, and lost 
its original sense.^ It seems clear that this misapprehension could 
not take place in the brains of those who had already associated 
the word with the original signification, while it was quite natural 
on the port of children who heard and understood the phrase 
as a whole, but imconsciously analyzed it dilFerently from the 
previous generation. 

There is another word which also meant ‘ prayer ’ originally, 
but has lost that meaning, viz. boon ; through such phrases as 
* ask a boon ’ and ‘ grant a boon ’ it came to be taken as meaning 
‘ a favour ’ or ‘ a good thing received.’ 

Orient was frequently used in such connexions as ‘orient 
pearl ’ and ‘ orient gem,’ and as these were lustrous, orient became 
an adjective meaning ‘shining,’ without any connexion with the 
geographical orient, as in Shakespeare, Venus 981, “an orient 
drop ’’ (a tear), and Milton, PL i. 646, “ Ten thousand banners 
rise into the air. With orient colours waving.’’ 

There are no connecting links between the meanings of ‘ glad 
and ‘ obliged,’ * forced,’ but wh^ fain came to be chiefly used 
in combinations like ‘he was fain to leave the country,’ it was 
natural for the younger generation to interpret the whole phrase 
as implying necessity instead of gladness. 

We have similar phenomena in certain syntactical changes. 
When me thinks and me likes gave place to I tJiink and I like, the 
chief cause of the change was that the child heard combinations 
like Mother thinks or Father likes, where mother and father can 
be either nominative or accusative-dative, and the construction 
is thus syntactically ambiguous. This leads to a ‘shunting’ of 
the meaning as well as of the construction of the verbs, which must 

^ Semantic changes through ambiguous sjmtaotio combinations have 
recently been studied especially by Carl Collin ; see his Semaaiologiaha etudier, 
1908, and Le Diveioppement d» Sena du Sufflxe -ATA, Ltmd, 1918, ch. iii 
and iv. Collin tiiere treats especially of the transition from abstract to 
concrete nouns; he does not, as 1 ha^ done above, speak of the rdle of 
the younger generation in swA ohanges. 
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have come about in a new brain which was not originally acquainted 
with the old construction. 

As one of the factors bringing about changes in meaning many 
scholars mention forgetfulness; but it is important to keep in 
view that what happens is not real forgetting, that is, snapping 
of threads of thought that had already existed within the same 
consciousness, but the fact that the new individual never develops 
the threads of thought which in the elder generation bound one 
word to another. Sometimes there is no coimexion of ideas in 
the child’s brain: a word is viewed quite singly as a whole and 
isolated, till later perhaps it is seen in its etymological relation. 
A little girl of six asked when she was born. You were bom on 
the 2nd of October.” “Why, then, I was bom on my birthday 1 ” 
she cried, her eyes beaming with joy at this wonderfully happy 
coincidence. Originally Fare well was only said to some one going 
away. If now the departing guest says Farewell to his friend 
who is staying at home, it can only be because the word Farewell 
has been conceived as a fixed formula, without any consciousness 
of the meaning of its parts. 

Sometimes, on the other hand, new connexions of thought 
arise, as when we associate the word houvd with bind in the phrase 
‘ he is bound for America.’ Our ancestors meant ‘ he is ready to 
go ’ (ON, b'&inn, ‘ ready ’), not ‘ he is under an obligation to go.* 
The establishment of new associations of this kind seems natur^y 
to take place at the moment when the young mind makes 
acquaintance with the word : the phenomenon is, of course, closely 
related to “ popular etymology ” (see Ch. VI § 6). 

Z.—§4. Diflerentiations. 

Linguistic * splittings * or differentiations, whereby one word 
becomes two, may also be largely due to the transmission of the 
language to a new generation. The child may hear two pronuncia¬ 
tions of the same word from different people, and then associate 
these with different ideas. Thus Paul Passy learnt the word 
meule in the sense of * grindstone ’ from his father, and in the 
sense of ‘ haycock ’ from his mother; now the former in both 
senses pronounced [moel], and the latter in both [mo l], and the 
child thus came to distinguish [mcel] ‘ grindstone ’ and [mo l] 
* haycock ’ (Ch 23). 

Or the child may have learnt the word at two different periods 
of its life, associated with different spheres. This, I take it, may 
be the reason why some speakers make a distinction between 
two pronunciations of the word medicine, in two and in three 
syllables: they take [medsin], but study [medirin]. 
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Finally, the child can itself split words. A friend writes: “ I 
remember that when a schoolboy said that it was a good thing that 
the new Headmaster was Dr, Wood, because he would then know 
when boys were ‘shamming,’ a schoolfellow remarked, ‘Wasn’t 
it funny ? He did not know the difference between Doctor and 
Docter. In Danish the Japanese are indiscriminately called 
either Japaneme or Japaneseme', now, I once overheard my boy 
(6.10) lecturing his pla^ellows : “ Japaneseme, that is the soldiers 
of Japan, but Japaneme, that is students and children and such¬ 
like.” It is, of course, possible that he may have heard one 
form originally when shown some pictures of Japanese soldiers, 
and the other on another occasion, and that this may have been 
the reason for his distinction. However this may be, I do not 
doubt that a number of differentiations of words are to be ascribed 
to the transmission of the language to a new generation. Others 
may have arisen in the speech of adults, such as the distinction 
between off and of (at first the stressed and imstressed form of 
the same preposition), or between thorough and through (the former 
is still used as a preposition in Shakespeare : “ thorough bush, 
thorough brier ”). But complete differentiation is not established 
till some individuals from the very first conceive the forms as 
two independent words. 

X.—§5. Summary. 

Instead of saying, as previous writers on these questions have 
done, either that children have no influence or that they have 
the chief influence on the development of language, it will be 
seen that I have divided the question into many, going through 
various fields of linguistic change and asking in each what may 
have been the influence of the child. The result of this investigation 
has been that there are certain fields in which it is both impossible 
and really also irrelevant to separate the share of the child and 
of the adult, because both will apt to introduce changes of that 
kind ; such are assimilations of neighbouring sounds and droppings 
of consonants in groups. Also, with regard to those very gradual 
shiftings either of sound or of meaning in which it is natural 
to assume many intermediate stages through which the sound or 
signification must have passed before arriving at the i^al 
result, children and adults must share the responsibility for the 
change. Clippings of words occur in the speech of both classes, 
but as a rule adults will keep the beginning of a word, while very 
small children will perceive or remember only the end of a word 
and use that for the whole. But finally there are some kinds of 
change which must wholly or chiefly be charged to the account 

12 
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of children : such are those leaps in sound or signification in which 
intermediate stages are out of the question, as well as confusions 
of similar words and misdivisions of words, and the most violent 
differentiations of words. 

I wish, however, here to insist on one point which has, I 
think, become more and more clear in the course of our disquisition, 
namely, that we ought not really to put the question like this: 
Are linguistic changes due to children or to grown-up people 1 
The important distinction is not really one of age, which is evidently 
one of degree only, but that between the first learners of the soimd 
or word in question and those who use it after having once learnt 
it. In the latter case we have mainly to do with infinitesimal 
glidings, the results of which, when summed up in the course of 
long periods of time, may be very considerable indeed, but in 
which it will always be possible to detect intermediate links 
connecting the extreme points. In contrast to these changes 
occurring after the correct (or original) form has been acquired 
by the mdividual, we have changes occurring aimultaneously with 
the first acquisition of the word or form in question, and thus 
due to the fact of its transmission to a new generation, or, to 
speak more generally, and, indeed, more correctly, to new indi¬ 
viduals. The exact age of the learner here is of little avail, as will 
be seen if we take some examples of metanalysis. It is highly 
probable that the first users of forms like a pea or a cherry, instead 
of a pease and a cherries, were little children; but a Chinee and 
a Portuguee are not necessarily, or not pre-eminently, children’s 
words ; on the other hand, it is to me indubitable that these forms 
do not spring into existence in the mind of someone who has 
previously used the forms Chinese and Portuguese in the singular 
number, but must be due to the fact that the forms the Chinese 
and (he Portuguese (used as plurals) have been at once apprehended 
as made up of Chinee, Portuguee -f the plural ending -s by a 
person hearing them for the first time; similarly in all the other 
cases. We shall see in a later chapter that the adoption (on the 
part of children and adults alike) of sounds and words from a 
foreign tongue presents certain interesting points of resemblance 
with these instances of change: in both cases the innovation 
begins when some individual is first made acquainted with 
linguistic elements that are new to him. 

X.—§ 6. Indirect Influence. 

We have hitherto considered what elements of the language 
may be referred to a child’s first acquisition of language. But 
we have not yet done with the port which children play in 
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linguistio development. There are two things which must be 
sharply distinguished from the phenomena discussed in the pre¬ 
ceding chapter—the first, that grown-up people in many cases 
catch up the words and forms used by children and thereby give 
them a power of survival which they would not have otherwise; 
the second, that grown-up people alter their own language so as 
to meet children half-way. 

As for the first point, we have already seen examples in which 
mothers and nurses have found the baby’s forms so pretty that 
they have adopted them themselves. Generally these forms are 
confined to the family circle, but they may under favourable circum¬ 
stances be propagated further. A special case of the highest 
interest has been fully discussed in the section about words of 
the mamma-class. 

As for the second point, grown-up people often adapt their 
speech to the more or less imaginary needs of their children by 
pronouncing words as they do, saying dood and turn for * good ’ and 
‘ come,’ eto. This notion clearly depends on a misunderstanding, 
and can only retard the acquisition of the right pronunciation; 
the child understands good and come at least as well, if not better, 
and the consequence may be that when he is able himself to pro¬ 
nounce [g] and [k] he may consider it immaterial, because one 
can just as well say [d] and [t] as [g] and [k], or may be bewil¬ 
dered as to which words have the one sound and which the other. 
It can only be a benefit to the child if all who come in contact 
with it speak from the first as correctly, elegantly and clearly as 
possible—^not, of course, in long, stilted sentences and with many 
learned book-words, but naturally and easily. When the child 
makes a mistake, the most effectual way of correcting it is certainly 
the indirect one of seeing that the child, soon after it has made 
the mistake, hears the correct form. If he says ‘ A waps stingcd 
me ’: answer, ‘ It stung you : did it hurt much when the wasp 
stung you ? ’ eto. No special emphasis even is needed; next 
time he will probably use the correct form. 

But many parents are not so wise; they will say atinged them¬ 
selves when once they have heard the child say so. And nurses 
and others have even developed a kind of artificial nursery 
language which they imagine makes matters easier for the little 
ones, but which is in many respects due to erroneous ideas of how 
children ought to talk rather than to real observation of the way 
children do talk. Many forms are handed over traditionally from 
one nurse to another, such as tottiea, tootema or tootaiea for * feet ’ 
(from trottera ?), toothy-peg for ‘ tooth,’ tummy or tumtum for 
‘ stomach/ tootleuma for ‘ babies,’ ahooahoo for * a fly.’ I give a 
connected specimen of this nursery language (from Egerton, 
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Keynotes, 85): Didsum was denn! Oo did! Was urns de 
prettiest itta sweetums denn ? Oo was. An’ did um put ’em in 
a nasty shawl an’ joggle ’em in an ole pufi-puff, um did, was a 
shame ’ Hitchy cum, hitchy cum, hitchy cum hi, Chinaman no 
likey me.” This reminds one of pidgin-English, and in a later 
chapter we shall see that that and similar bastard languages are 
partly due to the same mistaken notion that it is necessary to 
corrupt one’s language to be easily understood by children and 
inferior races. 

Very frequently mothers and nurses talk to children in 
diminutives. When many of these have become established in 
ordinary speech, losing their force as diminutives and displacing 
the proper words, this is another result of nursery language. The 
phenomenon is widely seen in Romance languages, where auricula, 
Fr. oreille. It. orecchio, displaces aurie, and avicellvs, Fr. oiaeau. 
It. uccello, displaces avis; we may remember that classical Latin 
had already ocvlus, for ‘ eye.’ ^ It is the same in Modem Greek. 
An example of the same tendency, though not of the same formal 
means of a diminutive ending, is seen in the English bird (originally 
= ‘ young bird ’) and rabbit (originally = ‘ young rabbit ’), which 
have displaced fowl and coney. 

A very remarkable case of the influence of nursery language 
on normal speech is seen in many countries, viz. in the displacing 
of the old word for ‘ right ’ (as opposed to left). The distinction 
of right and left is not easy for small children: some children in 
the upper classes at school only know which is which by looking 
at some wart, or something of the sort, on one of their hands, and 
have to think every time. Meanwhile mothers and nurses will 
frequently insist on the use of the right (dextera) hand, and when 
they are not understood, will think they make it easier for the 
child by saying ‘ No, the right hand,’ and so it comes about that 
in many languages the word that originally means ‘ correct ’ is 
used with the meaning ‘ dexter.’ So we have in English right, 
in German recht, which displaces zeso, Fr. droit, which displaces 
destre ; in Spanish also la derecha has begun to be used instead 
of la diestra; similarly in Swedish den vackra handen instead 
of hdgra, and in Jutlandish dialects den lydn hand instead of 
hdjre. 

X.—§ 7. New Languages. 

In a subsequent chapter (XIV § 5) we shall consider the theory 
that epochs in which the changes of some language proceed at a 

* I know perfectly well that in these and in other similar words there 
were reasons for the original word disappearing as unfit (shortness, possibility 
of mistakes through similarity with other words, etc.). What interests 
me here is the fact that the substitute is a word of the nursery. 
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more rapid pace than at others are due to the fact that in times 
of fierce, widely extended wars many men leave home and remain 
abroad, either as settlers or as corpses, while the women left behind 
have to do the field-work, etc., and neglect their homes, the conse¬ 
quence being that the children are left more to themselves, and 
therefore do not get their mistakes in speech corrected as much 
as usual. 

A somewhat related idea is at the bottom of a theory advanced 
as early as 1886 by the American ethnologist Horatio Hale (see 
“The Origin of Languages,” in the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, XXXV, 1886, and ‘The Development of 
Language,” the Canadian Institute, Toronto, 1888). As these 
papers seem to have been entirely unnoticed by leading philolo¬ 
gists, I shall give a short abstract of them, leaving out what appears 
to me to be erroneous in the light of recent linguistic thought and 
research, namely, his application of the theory to explain the 
supposed three stages of linguistic development, the monosyllabic, 
the agglutinative and the fiexional. 

Hale was struck with the fact that in Oregon, in a region not 
much larger than France, we find at least thirty different families 
of languages living together. It is impossible to believe that 
thirty separate communities of speechless precursors of man should 
have begun to talk independently of one another in thirty distinct 
languages in this district. Ha e therefore concludes that the 
origin of linguistic stocks is to be found in the language-making 
instinct of very young children. When two children who are 
just beginning to speak are thrown much together, they sometimes 
invent a complete language, suflScient for all purposes of mutual 
intercourse, and yet totally unintelligible to their parents. In 
an ordinary household, the conditions under which such a language 
would be formed are most likely to occur in the case of twdns, 
and Hale now proceeds to mention those instances—five in all 
that he has come aciosf of languages framed in this manner by 
young children. He concludes: “ It becomes evident that, to 
ensure the creation of a speech which shall be a parent of a new 
language stock, all that is needed is that two or more young children 
should be placed by themselves in a condition where they will be 
entirely, or in a large degree, free from the presence and infiuence 
of their elders. They must, of course, continue in this condition 
long enough to grow up, to form a household, and to have 
descendants to whom they can commumcate their new speech. 

These conditions he finds among the hunting tribes of America, 
in which it is common for single families to wander off from the 
main band. “ In modern times, when the whole country is occu¬ 
pied, their flight would merely carry them into the territory ol 
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another tribe, among whom, if well received, they would qmckly 
be absorbed. But in the primitive period, when a vast uninhabited 
region stretched before them, it would be easy for them to find 
some sheltered nook or fruitful valley. ... If under such circum¬ 
stances disease or the casualties of a hunter’s life should carry 
off the parents, the survival of the children would, it is evident, 
depend mainly upon the nature of the climate and the ease with 
which food could be procured at all seasons of the year. In 
ancient Europe, after the present climatal conditions were estab¬ 
lished, it is doubtful if a family of children under ten years of 
age could have lived through a single winter. We are not, 
therefore, surprised to find that no more than four or five language 
stocks are represented in Europe. ... Of Northern America, 
east of the Rocky Mountains and north of the tropics, the same 
may be said. . . . But there is one region where Nature seems 
to offer herself as the willing nmrse and bountiful stepmother 
of the feeble and unprotected . . . California. Its wonderful 
climate (follows a long description). . . . Need we wonder that, 
in such a mild and fruitful region, a great number of separate 
tribes were found, speaking languages which a careful investigation 
has classed in nineteen distinct linguistic stocks ? ” In Oregon, 
and in the interior of Brazil, Hale finds similar climatic conditions 
with the same result, a great number of totally dissimilar lan¬ 
guages, while in Australia, whose climate is as mild as that of 
any of these regions, we find hundreds, perhaps thousands, of 
petty tribes, as completely isolated as those of South America, 
but all speaking languages of the same stock—because " the other 
conditions are such as would make it impossible for an isolated 
group of young children to survive. The whole of Australia 
is subject to severe droughts, and is so scantily provided with 
edible products that the aborigines are often reduced to the 
greatest straits.” 

This, then, is Hale’s theory. Let us now look a little closer 
into the proofs adduced. They are, as it will be seen, of a twofold 
order. He invokes the language-creating tendencies of young 
children on the one hand, and on the other the geographical 
distribution of linguistic stocks or genera. 

As to the first, it is true that so competent a psychologist as 
Wundt denies the possibility in very strong terms.^ But facts 
certainly do not justify this foregone conclusion. I must first 
refw the reader to Hale’s own report of the fiva instances known 

* "Einige namentlich in der Utem litteratur vorkommende angaben 
fiber kinder, die nch zusammen anfwaoluend eine eigene eprache gebildet 
haben eoUen, sind wohl ein ffir allemal in doe gebiet der label eu verweiaen ” 
(8 1 . 286 ). 
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to him. Unfortunately, the linguistic material collected by him 
is so scanty that we can form only a very imperfect idea of the 
languages which he says children have developed and of the 
relation between them and the language of the parents. But 
otherwise his report is very instructive, and I shall call special 
attention to the fact that in most cases the children seem to have 
been * spoilt ’ by their parents; this is also the case with regard 
to one of the families, though it does not appear from Hale’s own 
extracts from the book m which he found his facts (G. Watson, 
Universe of Langnage, N.Y., 1878). 

The only word recorded in this case is ni-si-boo-a for ‘car¬ 
riage ’; how that came into existence, I dare not conjecture; 
but when it is said that the syllables of it were sometimes so 
repeated that they made a much longer word, this agrees very 
well with what I have myself observed with regard to ordinary 
children’s playful word-coinages. In the next case, described by 
E. R. Hun, M.D., of Albany, more words are given. Some of 
these bear a strong resemblance to French, although neither the 
parents nor servants spoke that language; and Hale thinks that 
some person may have “amused herself, innocently enough, by 
teaching the child a few words of that tongue.” This, however, 
does not seem necessary to explain the words recorded. Feu, 
pronounced, we are told, like the French word, signified ‘ fire, 
light, cigar, sun ’: it may be either E. fire or else an imitation of 
the sound fff without a vowel, or [fa*] used in blowing out a candle 
or a match or in smoking, so as to amuse the child, exactly os 
in the case of one of my little Danish friends, who used fff as the 
name for ‘ smoke, steam,’ and later for ‘ funnel, chimney,’ and 
finally anything standing upright against the sky, for instance, 
a flagstaff. Petee-petee, the name which the Albany ghl gave to 
her brother, and which Dr. Hun derived from F, petit, may be 
just as well from E. pet or petty ; and to explain her word for 
‘ I,’ ma, we need not go to F. moi, as E. me or my may obviously 
be thus distorted by any child Her word for ‘ not ’ is said to 
have been ne-pas, though the exact pronunciation is not given. 
This cannot have been taken from the French, at any rate not 
from real French, as ne and pas are here separated, and ne is more 
often than not pronounced without the vowel or omitted altogether; 
the girl’s word, if pronounced something like ['nepa*] may be 
nothing else than an imperfect childish pronunciation of never, 
of. the negroes’ form nebber. Too, ‘all, everything,’ of course 
resembles Fr. tout, but how should anyone have been able to teach 
this girl, who did not speak any intelligible language, a Fr^ch 
word of abstract character ? Some of the other words admit 
of a natural explanation from English : go-go, ‘ delicacy, as sugar. 
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candy or dessert,’ is probably goody-goody, or a reduplicated form 
of good ; deer, ‘ money,’ may be from dear, ‘ expensive *; odo, 
‘ to send for, to go out, to take away,’ is evidently out, as in ma 
odo, ‘ I want to go out ’; gadn, ‘ God,’ must be the English word, 
in spite of the difference in pronunication, for the child would never 
think of inventing this idea on its own accord; pa-ma, * to go to 
sleep, pillow, bed,’ is from by-hye or an independent word of the 
mamma-class; mea, ‘ cat, fur,’ of course is imitative of the sound 
of the cat. For the rest of the words I have no conjectures to 
offer. Some of the derived meanings are curious, though perhaps 
not more startling than many found in the speech of ordinary 
children; papa and rmrnma separately had their usual signification, 
but papa-mamma meant ‘ church, prayer-book, cross, priest ’: 
the parents were punctual in church observances; gar odo, 

* horse out, to send for the horse,’ came to mean ’ pencil and 
paper,’ as the father used, when the carriage was wanted, to write 
an order and send it to the stable. In the remaining three cases 
of ‘ invented ’ languages no specimens are given, except shindiJcik, 
‘cat.’ In all cases the children seem to have talked together 
fluently when by themselves in their own gibberish. 

But there exists on record a case better elucidated than Hale’s 
five cases, namely that of the Icelandic girl Sseunn. (See Jonasson 
and Eschricht in Damk Maanedsskrift, Copenhagen, 1858.) She 
was bom in the beginning of the last century on a farm in 
Hfinavatns-syssel in the northern part of Iceland, and began early 
to converse with her twin brother in a language that was entirely 
unintelligible to their surroundings. Her parents were disquieted, 
and therefore resolved to send away the brother, who died soon 
afterwards. They now tried to teach the girl Icelandic, but 
soon (too soon, evidently!) came to the conclusion that she could 
not learn it, and then they were foolish enough to learn her 
language, as did also her brothers and sisters and even some of 
their friends. In order that she might be confirmed, her elder 
brother translated the catechism and acted as interpreter between 
the parson and the girl. She is described as intelligent—she 
even composed poetry in her own language—but shy and dis¬ 
trustful. Jonasson gives a few specimens of her language, some 
of which Eschricht succeeds in interpreting as based on Icelandic 
words, though strangely disfigured. The language to Jonasson, 
who had heard it, seemed totally dissimilar to Icelandic in sounds 
and construction; it had no fiexions, and lacked pronouns. 
The vocabulary was so limited that she very often had to supple¬ 
ment a phrase by means of nods or gestures ; and it was difficult 
to carry on a conversation with her in the dark. The ingenuity 
of some of the compounds and metaphors is greatly admired by 
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candy or dessert,' is probably goody-goody, or a reduplicated form 
of good ; deer, ‘ money,’ may be from dear, ‘ expensive ' ; odo, 
‘ to send for, to go out, to take away,’ is evidently ovi, as in ma 
odo, ‘ I want to go out'; gaan, ‘ God,’ must be the English word, 
in spite of the difference in pronunication, for the child would never 
think of inventing this idea on its own accord; pa-ma, ‘ to go to 
sleep, pillow, bed,’ is from by-bye or an independent word of the 
mamma-class; mea, ‘ cat, fur,’ of course is imitative of the sound 
of the cat. For the rest of the words I have no conjectures to 
offer. Some of the derived meanings are curious, though perhaps 
not more startling than many found in the speech of ordinary 
children; papa and mamma separately had their usual signification, 
but papa-mamma meant ‘ church, prayer-book, cross, priest ’: 
the parents were punctual in church observances; ^ar odo, 

* horse out, to send for the horse,’ came to mean * pencil and 
paper,’ as the father used, when the carriage was wanted, to write 
an order and send it to the stable. In the remaining three cases 
of ‘ invented ’ languages no specimens are given, except ahindikik, 
‘cat.’ In all cases the children seem to have talked together 
fluently when by themselves in their own gibberish. 

But there exists on record a case better elucidated than Hale’s 
five cases, namely that of the Icelandic girl Sseunn. (See Jonasson 
and Eschricht in Dansk Maanedsskrift, Copenhagen, 1858.) She 
was bom in the beginning of the last century on a farm in 
Hdnavatns-syssel in the northern part of Iceland, and began early 
to converse with her twin brother in a language that was entirely 
unintelligible to their surroundings. Her parents were disquieted, 
and therefore resolved to send away the brother, who died soon 
afterwards. They now tried to teach the girl Icelandic, but 
soon (too soon, evidently!) came to the conclusion that she could 
not learn it, and then they were foolish enough to learn her 
language, as did also her brothers and sisters and even some of 
their friends. In order that she might be confirmed, her elder 
brother translated the catechism and acted as interpreter between 
the parson and the girl. She is described as intelligent—she 
even composed poetry in her own language—but shy and dis¬ 
trustful. Jonasson gives a few specimens of her language, some 
of which E.schricht succeeds in interpreting as based on Icelandic 
words, though strangely disfigured. The language to Jonasson, 
who had heard it, seemed totally dissimilar to Icelandic in sounds 
and construction; it had no flexions, and lacked pronouns. 
The vocabulary was so limited that she very often had to supple¬ 
ment a phrase by means of nods or gestures ; and it was difficult 
to carry on a conversation with her in the dark. The ingenuity 
of some of the compounds and metaphors is greatly admired by 
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in the presence of anybody else. When they were by themselves 
they conversed pretty fr^ly and in a completely unintelligible 
gibberish, as I had the opportunity to convince myself when 
standing behind a door one day when they thought they were 
not observed. Afterwards I got to be in a way good friend with 
them—^they called me py-ma, py being their word for ‘smoke, 
smoking, pipe, cigar,’ so that I got my name from the chocolate 
cigars which I used to ingratiate myself with them—and then 1 
got them to repeat words and phrases which their teacher had 
written out for me, and thus was enabled to write down everything 
phonetically. 

An analysis of the sounds occurring in their words showed 
me that their vocal organs were perfectly normal. Most of the 
words were evidently Danish words, however much distorted and 
shortened; a voiceless I, which does not occur in Danish, and 
which I write here Ih, was a very frequent sound. This, combined 
with an inclination to make many words end in -p, was enough 
to disguise words very effectually, as when sort (black) was made 
Viop. I shall give the children’s pronunciations of the names of 
some of their new playfellows, adding in brackets the Danish 
substratum: Ihep (Svend), Ihip (Vilhelm), lip (Elisabeth), lop 
(Charlotte), hap (Mandse); similarly the doctor waa called dop. 
In many cases there was phonetic assimilation at a distance, as 
when milk (mselk) was called bep, flower (blomst) bop, light (lys) 
Jhylh, sugar (sukker) IhoUi,, cold (kulde) Ihulh, sometimes also vJh. 
bed (seng) aceja, fish (fisk) ae-ia. 

I subjoin a few complete sentences: mna maj una enaj hcena 
mad enaj, ‘ we shall not fetch food for the young rabbits ’: nina 
rabbit (kanin), enaj negation (nej, no), repeated several times in 
each negative sentence, as in Old English and in Bantu languages, 
una young (unge). Bap ep dop, * Mandse has broken the hobby¬ 
horse,’ literally ‘ Mandse horse piece.’ Hoa ia bov lhalh, ‘ brother’s 
trousers are wet, Maria,’ literally ‘trousers Maria brother water.’ 
The words are put together without any flexions, and the word- 
order is totally different from that of Danish. 

Only in one case was I unable to identify words that I under¬ 
stood either as ‘ little language ’ forms of Danish words or else 
as sound-imitations; but then it must be remembered that they 
spoke a good deal that neither I nor any of the people about them 
could make an 3 rthing of. And then, u^ortimatoly, when I began 
to study it, their language was already to a great extent ‘ human¬ 
ized ’ in comparison to what it was when they flrst came to the 
children’s home. In fact, I noticed a constant progress during 
the short time I observed the boys, and in some of the last 
sentences I have noted I even find the genitive case employed. 
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The idiom of these twins cannot, of course, be called an inde* 
pendent, still less a complete or fully developed language; but 
if they were able to produce something so different from the 
language spoken around them at the beginning of the twentieth 
century and in a civilized country, there can to my mind be no 
doubt that Hale is right in his contention that children left to 
themselves even more than these were, in an uninhabited region 
where they were still not liable to die from hunger or cold, would 
be able to develop a language for their mutual understanding 
that might become so different from that of their parents as really 
to constitute a new stock of language. So that we can now pass 
to the other—geographical—side of what Hale advances in favour 
of his theory. 

So far as I can see, the facts here tally very well with the 
theory. Take, on the one hand, the Eskimo languages, spoken 
with astonishingly little variation from the east coast of Greenland 
to Alaska, an immense stretch of territory in which small children 
if left to themselves would be sure to die very soon indeed. Or 
take the Finnish-Ugrian languages in the other hemisphere, exhibit¬ 
ing a similar close relationship, though spread over wide areas. 
And then, on the other hand, the American languages already 
adduced by Hale. I do not pretend to any deeper knowledge of 
these languages; but from the most recent works of very able 
specialists I gather an impression of the utmost variety in 
phonetics, in grammatical structure and in vocabulary; see 
especially Boland B. Dixon and Alfred L. Kroeber, “ The Native 
Languages of California,” in the American Anthropologist, 1903. 
Even where recent research seems to establish some kind of kinship 
between families hitherto considered as distinguished stocks (as 
in Dixon’s interesting paper, ” Linguistic Relationships within the 
Shasta-Achomawi Stock,” XV Congrds des Am^ricanistes, 1906) 
the similarities are still so incomplete, so capricious and generally 
80 remote that they seem to support Hale’s explanation rather 
than a gradual splitting of the usual kind. 

As for Brazil, I shall quote some interesting remarks from 
0. P. P. V. Martins, Beitr&ge zur Ethnographie u. Sprachenhunde 
Amerika*8, 1867, i. p. 46: “In Brazil we see a scant and unevenly 
distributed native population, uniform in bodily structure, tempera¬ 
ment, customs and manner of living generally, but presenting a 
really astonishing diversity in language. A language is often 
confined to a few mutually related individuals; it is in truth a 
family heirloom and isolates its speakers from all other people 
BO as to render any attempt at understanding impossible. On 
the vessel in which we travelled up the rivers in the interior of 
Brazil, we often, among twenty Indian rowers, could count only 
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three or lour that were at all able to speak together . . . they 
sat there side by side dumb and stupid.” 

Hale’s theory is worthy, then, of consideration, and now, at 
the close of our voyage round the world of children’s language, 
we have gained a post of vantage from which we can overlook 
the whole globe and see that the peculiar word-forms which children 
use in their * little language ’ period can actually throw light 
on the distribution of languages and groups of languages over 
the great continents. Yes, 

Boom not the little ones I You oft 'will find 
They reach the goal, when great ones lag behind. 
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XI.—§ 1. The Substratum Theory. 

It seems evident that if we wish to find out the causes of linguistic 
change, a fundamental division must be into— 

(1) Changes that are due to the transference of the language 
to new individuals, and 

(2) Changes that are independent of such transference. 

It may not be easy in practice to distinguish the two classes, 
as the very essence of the linguistic life of each individual is a 
continual give-and-take between him and those around him; 
still, the division is in the main clear, and will consequently be 
followed in the present work. 

The first class falls again naturally into two heads, according 
as the new individual does not, or does already, possess a language. 
With the former, i.e. with the native child learning his ‘ mother- 
tongue,’ we have dealt at length in Book II, and we now proceed to 
an examination of the influence exercised on a language through its 
transference to individuals who are already in possession of another 
language—^let us, for the sake of shortness, call them foreigners. 

While some earlier scholars denied categorically the existence 
of mjx ed languages, recent investigators have attached a very 
great importance to mixtures of languages, and have studied 
actually occurring mixtures of various degrees and characters 
with the greatest accuracy : I mention here only one name, that 
of Hugo Schuchardt, who combines profundity and width of 
knowledge with a truly philosophical spirit, though the form of 
his numerous scattered writings makes it difficult to gather a just 
idea of his views on many questions. 

Many scholars have recently attached great importance to the 
subtler and more hidden influence exerted by one language^ on 
sjxothcr in those cases in which a population abandons its origintii 

uu 



192 


THE FOREIGNEB 


[CH. XI 

language and adopts that of another race, generally in consequence 
of military conquest. In these cases the theory is that people 
keep many of their speech-habits, especially with regard to articula¬ 
tion and accent, even while using the vocabulary, etc., of the new 
language, which thus to a large extent is tinged by the old language. 
There is thus created what is now generally termed a substratum 
underlying the new language. As the original substratum modify¬ 
ing a language which gradually spreads over a large area varies 
according to the character of the tribes subjugated in different 
districts, this would account for many of those splittings-up of 
languages which we witness everywhere. 

Hirt goes so far as to think it possible by the help of exist¬ 
ing dialect boundaries to determine the extensions of aboriginal 
languages (Idg 19). 

There is certainly something very plausible in this manner of 
viewing linguistic changes, for we all know from practical everyday 
experience that the average foreigner is apt to betray his nation¬ 
ality as soon as he opens his mouth ; the Italian’s or the German’s 
English is just as different from the ‘ real thing ’ as, inversely, the 
Englishman’s Italian or German is different from the Italian or 
German of a native: the place of articulation, especially that of 
the tongue-tip consonants, the aspiration or want of aspiration 
of p, t, k, the voicing or non-voicing of 6, d, g, the diphthongization 
or monophthongization of long vowels, the syllabification, various 
peculiarities in quantity and in tone-movements—all such things 
are apt to colour the whole acoustic impression of a foreigner’s 
speech in an acquired language, and it is, of course, a natural 
supposition that the aboriginal inhabitants of Europe and Asia 
were just as liable to transfer their speech habits to new languages 
as their descendants are nowadays. There is thus a priori a strong 
probability that linguistic substrata have exercised some influence 
on the development of conquering languages. But when we 
proceed to apply this natural inference to concrete examples of 
linguistic history, we shall see that the theory does not perhaps 
suffice to explain everything that its advocates would have it 
explain, and that there are certain difficulties which have not 
always been faced or appraised according to their real value. A 
consideration of these concrete examples will naturally lead up to 
a discussion of the general principles involved in the substratum 
theory. 

2. French a and Spanish b. 

First I shall mention Asooli’s famous theory that French [y*] 
for Latin «, as in d«r, etc., is due to Gallic influence, cf. Welsh 
i in din from dun, which presupposes a transition from u to [y]. 
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Ascoli found a proof in the fact that Dutch also has the pronuncia* 
tion [y], e.g. in duur, on the old Keltic soil of the Beiges, to which 
Schuchardt (SID 126) added his observation of [y] in dialectal 
South German (Breisgau), in a district in which there had formerly 
been a strong Keltic element. This looks very convincing at 
first blush. On closer inspection, doubts arise on many points. 
The French transition cannot with certainty be dated very early, 
for then c in cure would have been palatalized and changed as 
e before • (Lenz, KZ 39. 46); also the treatment of the vowel 
in French words taken over into English, where it is not identified 
with the native [y], but becomes [iu], is best explained on the as¬ 
sumption that about 1200 a.d. the sound had not advanced farther 
on its march towards the front position than, say, the Swedish 
‘ mixed-round ’ sound in hua. The district in which [y] is found 
for u is not coextensive with the Keltic possessions; there were 
very few Kelts in what is now Holland, and inversely South German 
[y] for u does not cover the whole Keltic domain; [y] is found 
outside the French territory proper, namely, in Franco-Proven^al 
(where the substratum was Ligurian) and in Provencal (where there 
were very few Galli; cf. Wechssler, L 113). Thus the province 
of [y] is here too small and there too large to make the argument 
conclusive. Even more fatal is the objection that the Gallic 
transition from u to y is very uncertain (Pedersen, GKS 1. § 353). 
So much is certain, that the fronting of u was not a common Keltic 
transition, for it is not found in the Gaelic (Goidelic) branch. 
On the other hand, the transition from [u] to [y] occurs elsewhere, 
independent of Keltic influence, as in Old Greek (cf. also the Swedish 
sound in hua) : why cannot it, then, be independent in French 1 
Another case SMiduced by Ascoli is initial h instead of Latin 
/ in the cotmtry anciently occupied by the Iberians. Now, Basque 
has no / sound at all in any connexion ; if the same aversion to 
/had been the cause of the Spanish substitution of h for/, we should 
expect the substitution to have been made from the moment when 
Latin was first spoken in Hispania, and we should expect it to be 
found in all positions and connexions. But what do we find 
instead ! First, that Old Spanish had / in many oases where modern 
Spanish has h (i e. really no sound at all), and this cannot be 


» Cf. aiminst the assumption of Keltic influence in this insjwce Meyor- 
LQbke, L^^omanisehen Sprachen, 

Tnn.irAi> in Gtsch. 2. 266. H. Mutschmann, Phonology oj t”* 

63 . thinks 

is similar to that of Latin on Gallic ^ PorresDondine fronting 

the Keltic inhabitants : he forgets, however, complicated 

is not found in the Keltic spoken m Scotl^d. Morwv£r.^the 

Scotch phenomena cannot bo compared ,, corresponds to 

the souid of [u] remains in many oases. [i] generally corresponos 

earlier [o], whatever the explanation may bo. 

18 
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altogether ascribed to * Latinizing scribes.’ On the contrary, the 
transition / > A seems to have taken place many centuries after the 
Roman invasion, since the Spanish-speaking Jews of Salonika, 
who emigrated from Spain about 1600, have to this day preserved 
the / sound among other archaic traits (see F. Hanssen, Span. 
Oramm. 45; Wiener, Modem Philology, June 1903, p. 205). And 
secondly, that / has been kept in certain connexions; thus, before 
[w], as in fui, fuiste, fti4, etc., before r and I, as in fruto, j^r, etc. 
This certainly is inexplicable if the cause of /> h had been the want 
of power on the part of the aborigines to produce the / sound at 
all, while it is simple enough if we assume a later transition, taking 
place possibly at first between two vowels, with a subsequent 
generalization of the/-less forms. Diez is here, as not infrequently, 
more sensible than some of his successors (see Oramm, d. roman, 
apr.^ 4th ed., 1. 283 f., 373 f.). 


Zl.—§ 3. Gothonic and Keltic. 

Feist (KI 480 ff. : cf. PBB 36. 307 ff., 37. 112 ff.) applies the 
substratum theory to the Gothonic (Germanic) languages. The 
Gothons are autochthonous in northern Europe, and very little 
mixed with other races; they must have immigrated just after 
the close of the glacial period. But the arrival of Aryan (Indo- 
germanic) tribes cannot be placed earlier than about 2000 b.o. ; 
they made the original inhabitants give up their own language. 
The nation that thus Aryanized the Gothons cannot have been 
other than the Kelts; their supremacy over the Gothons is proved 
by several loan-words for cultural ideas or state offices, such as 
Gothic reiha ‘king,’ andbahta ‘servant.’ The Aryan language 
which the Kelts taught the Gothons was subjected in the process 
to considerable changes, the old North Europeans pronouncing 
the new language in accordance with their previous speech habits; 
instead of taking over the free Aryan accent, they invariably stressed 
the initial syllable, and they made sad havoc of the Aryan flexion. 

The theory does not bear close inspection.'" The number of 
Keltic loan-words is not great enough for us to infer such an over* 
powering ascendancy on the part of the Kelts as would force the 
subjected population to make a complete surrender of their own 
tongue. Neither in number nor in intrinsic significance can these 
loans be compared with the French loans in English : and yet 
the Normans did not succeed in substituting their own language 
for English. Besides, if the theory were true, we should not merely 
see a certain number of Keltic loan-words, but the whole speech, 
the complete vocabulary as well as the entire grammar, would be 
Keltic; yet as a matter of fact there is a wide gulf between Keltio 
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and Gothonio, and many details, lexical and grammatical, in the 
latter group resemble other Aryan languages rather than Keltic. 
The stressing of the first syllable is said to be due to the aboriginal 
language. If that were so, it would mean that this population, 
in adopting the new speech, had at once transferred its own habit 
of stressing the first syllable to all the new words, very much as 
Icelanders are apt to do nowadays. But this is not in accordance 
with well established facts in the Gothonic languages: we know 
that when the consonant shift took place, it found the stress on the 
same syllables as in Sanskrit, and that it was this stress on many 
middle or final syllables that afterwards changed many of the shifted 
consonants from voiceless to voiced (Verner’s law).i This fact in 
itself sufiSces to prove that the consonant shift and the stress shift 
cannot have taken place simultaneously, and thus cannot be due 
to one and the same cause, as supposed by Feist. Nor can the 
havoc wrought in the old flexions be due to the inability of a new 
people to grasp the minute nuances and intricate system of another 
language than its own ; for in that case too we should have some¬ 
thing like the formless ‘ Pidgin English ' from the very beginning, 
whereas the oldest Gothonic languages still preserve a great 
many old flexions and subtle syntactical rules which have since 
disappeared. As a matter of fact, many of the flexions of primitive 
Aryan were much better preserved in Gothonic languages than 
in Keltic. 


XI.—§ 4. Etruscan and Indian Consonants. 

In another place in the same work (K1 373) Feist speaks of 
the Etruscan language, and says that this had only one kind of 
stop consonants, represented by the letters h (c), t, p, besides the 
aspirated stops kh, th, ph, which in some instances correspond to 
Latin and Greek tenues. This, he says, reminds one very strongly 
of the sound system of High German (oberdeutschen) dialects, 
and more particularly of those spoken in the Alps. Feist here 
(and in PBB 36. 340 ff.) maintains that these sounds go back to 
a Pre-Gothonio Alpine population, which he identifies with the 
ancient Bhsetians; and he sees in this a strong support of a 
linguistic connexion between the Rhaetians and Etruscans. He 
finds further striking analogies between the Gothonio and the 
Armenian sound systems; the predilection for voicelMS stops 
and aspirated sounds in Etruscan, in the domain of the ancient 
Rhaotians and in Asia Minor is accordingly ascribed to the speech 
habits of one and the same aboriginal race. 

* Curiously enough, Feist uses this argument himself agsinst Hirt in 
his earlier paper, PBB 37. 121. 
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Here, too, there are many points to which I must take exception. 
It is not quite certain that the usual interpretation of Etruscan 
letters is correct; in fact, much may be said in favour of the 
hypothesis that the letters rendered p, (, k stand really for the 
sounds of b, d, g, and that those transcribed ph, th, kh (or Greek 

x) represent ordinary p, t, k. However this may be. Feist 
seems to be speaking here almost in the same breath of the first (or 
common Gothonic) shift and of the second (or specially High Ger¬ 
man) shift, although they are separated from each other by several 
centuries and neither cover the same geographical groimd nor lead 
to the same phonetic result. Neither Armenian nor primitive 
Gothonic can be said to be averse to voiced stops, for in both we 
find voiced b, d, g for the old * medi® aspiratas.’ And in both 
languages the old voiceless stops became at first probably not 
aspirates, but simply voiceless spirants, as in English /ather, <Mng, 
and Scotch locA Further, it should be noted that we do not find 
the tendency to unvoice stops and to pronounce affricates either 
in Bhffito-Romanic (Ladin) or in Tuscan Italian; both languages 
have unaspirated p, t, k and voiced 6, d, g, and the Tuscan 
pronunciation of c between two vowels as [x], thus in la eaaa 
[la xa sa], but not in a casa = [akka*sa], could not be termed 
* aspiration ’ except by a non-phonetician; this pronimciation 
can hardly have anything to do with the old Etruscan language. 

According to a theory which is very widely accepted, the 
Din vidian languages exerted a different influence on the Aryan 
languages when the Aryans first set foot on Indian soil, in making 
them adopt the ‘ cacuminal ’ (or ‘ inverted ’) sounds f, n with 

and th, which were not found in primitive Aryan. But even 
this theory does not seem to be quite proof against objections. 
It is easy to admit that natives accustomed to one place of articula¬ 
tion of their d, t, n will unconsciously produce the d, f, n of a new 
language they are learning in the same place; but then they will 
do it everywhere Here, however, both Dravidian and Sanskrit 
possess pure dental d, t, n, pronounced with the tip of the tongue 
touching the upper teeth, besides cacuminal 4t ft V't which it 
touches the gum or front part of the hard palate. In Sanskrit 
we find that the cacuminal articulation occurs only under very 
definite conditions, chiefly under the influence of r. Now, a trilled 
tongue-point r in most languages, for piirely physiological reasons 
which are easily accounted for, tends to be pronounced further 
back than ordinary dentals; and it is therefore quite natural 
that it should spontaneously exercise an influence on neighbouring 
dentals by drawing them back to its own point of articulation. 
This may have happened in India quite independently of the occur¬ 
rence of the same sounds in oth''T vernaculars, just as we find 
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the same influence very pronouncedly in Swedish and in East 
Norwegian, where d, t, n, « are cacuminal (supradental) in such 
words as bord, kort, barn, forat, etc. According to Grandgent 
{Neuere Sprachen, 2. 447), d in his own American English 
is pronounced further back than elsewhere before and after r, 
as in dry, h^ard j but in none of these cases need we conjure 
up an extinct native population to account for a perfectly 
natural development. 

n.—§6. Gothonic Sound>shift. 

Since the time of Grimm the Gothonic consonant changes 
have harassed the minds of linguists; they became the sound- 
shift and were considered as something aui generis, something out 
of the common, which required a different explanation from all 
other sound-shifts. Several explanations have been offered, to 
some of which we shall have to revert later; none, however, has 
been so popular as that which attributes the shift to an ethnic 
substratum. This explanation is accepted by Hirt, Feist, Meillet 
and others, though their agreement ceases when the question is 
asked: What nationality and what language can have been the 
cause of the change ? 'WHiile some cautiously content themselves 
with saying that there must have been an original population, 
others gu^ at Kelts, Finns, Rhaetians or Etrurians—all fascinating 
names to minds of a speculative turn. 

The latest treatment of the question that I have seen is by 
K. Wessely (in Anthropoa, XII-XIII 540 ff., 1917). He assumes 
the following different substrata, beginning with the most recent: 
a Rhesto-Bomanic for the Upper-German shift, a Keltic for the 
common High-German shift, and a Finnic for the first Germanic 
shift with the Vemerian law. This certainly has the merit of neatly 
separating somid-shifts that are chronologically apart, except 
with regard to the last-mentioned shift, for here the Finns are 
made responsible for two changes that were probably separated 
by centuries and had really no traits in common. It is curious to 
see the transition from p to f and from t to )>—both important 
elements of the first shift—^here ascribed to Finnic, for as a matter 
of fact the two sounds / and p are not found in present-day Finnish, 
and were not found in primitive Ugro-Finnic.^ 

* Feist, on the other hand (PBB 36. 329), makes the Kelts rraponsible 
for the shift from p to f, because initial p disappears in Keltic: but dis¬ 
appearance is not the same thing os being changed into n spirant, and there 
is no necessity for assuming that the sound before disappearing had been 
changed into /. Besides, it is characteristic of the Gothonic shift that it 
affects all stops equally, without regard to the place of articulation, while 
the Keltic change affects only the one sound p. 
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When Wessely thinks that the change discovered by Verner 
is also due to F^ic influence, his reasons are two: an alleged 
parallelism with the Finnic consonant change which he terms 
* Set&l&’slaw,’ and then the assumption that such a shift, conditioned 
by the place of the accent, is foreign to the Aryan race (p. 543). 
When, however, we find a closely analogous case only four hundred 
years ago in English, where a number of consonants were voiced 
according to the place of the stress,^ are we also to say that it is 
foreign to the Anglo-Saxon race and therefore presupposes some 
non-Aryan substratum ? As a matter of fact, the parallelism 
between the English and the old Gothonic shift is much closer 
than that between the latter and the Finnic consonant-gradation: 
in English and in old Gothonic the stress place is decisive, while 
in the Finnic shift it is very doubtful whether stress goes for any¬ 
thing ; in both English and old Gothonic the same consonants are 
affected (spirants, in English also the combinations [t/, ks], but 
otherwise no stops), while in Finnic it is the stops that are primarily 
affected. In old Gothonic, as in English, the change is simply 
voicing, and we have nothing corresponding to the reduction of 
double consonants and of consonant groups in Finnic pappi jpapin, 
ottaa j otat, kukka f kiikan, parempi j parcmman, jalka j jalan, etc. 
On the whole, Wessely’s paper shows how much easier it is to 
advance hypotheses than to fiLod truths. 


XI.—§ 6. Natural and Specific Changes. 

Meillet (MSL 19. 164 and 172 ; cf. Bulletin 19. 50 and Oenn. 18) 
thinks that we must distinguish between such phonetic changes 
as are natural, i.e. due to universal tendencies, and such as are 
peculiar to certain languages. In the former class he includes 
the opening and the voicing of intervocalic consonants ; there 
is also a natural and universal tendency to shorten long words 
and to slur the pronunciation towards the end of a word. In the 
latter class (changes which are peculiar to and characteristic of 
a particular language) he reckons the consonant shifts in Gothonic 
and Armenian, the weakening of consonants in Greek and in 
Iranian, the tendency to unround back vowels in English and 
Slav. Such changes can only be accounted for on the supposition 
of a change of language : they must be due to people whose own 
language had habits foreign to Aryan. Unfortunately, Meillet 
cannot tell us how to measure the difference between natural and 

1 ME. knowleehe, atonia [sto'nes], off, with [wip] become MnE. knowledge, 
Monea [stounz], of [av, ev], voith [wi5]> etc.; cf. auo poaaeaa, diacem with [z], 
exert with [gz], but exereiae with [ks]. See my Studier over eng. Jeaaua, 1891, 
178 ff., now MEQ L 6. S ff., and (tor the phonetic explanation) LPh p. 121. 
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peculiar shifts; he admits that they cannot always be clearly 
separated; and when he says that there are some extreme cases 
‘ relativement nets,’ such as those named above, I must confess 
that I do not see why the change from the sharp tenuis, as in Fr. 
p, t, k, to a slightly aspirated sound, as in English {Bulletin 19. 60),' 
or the relaxing of the closure which finally led to the sounds of 
[f» J’* x]» should be less ‘ natural ’ than a hundred other changes 
and should require the calling in of a deua ex machina in the shape 
of an aboriginal population. The unrounding of E. u in hut, etc., 
to which he alludes, began about 1600—what ethnic substratum 
does that postulate, and is any such required, more than for, say, 
the diphthongizing of long a and o ? 

Meillet (MSL 19. 172) also says that there arp certain speech 
sounds which are, as it were, natural and are found in nearly all 
languages, thus p, t, k, n, m, and among the vowels a, *, u, while other 
sounds are found only in some languages, such as the two English 
th sounds or, among the vowels, Fr. u and Russian y. But when 
he infers that sounds of the former class are stable and remain 
unchanged for many centuries, whereas those of the latter are apt 
to change and disappear, the conclusion is not borne out by actual 
facts. The consonants p, t, k, n, m are said to have remained 
unchanged in many Aryan languages from the oldest times till 
the present day—that is, only initially before vowels, which is a 
very important reservation and really amoimts to an admission 
that in the vast majority of cases these sounds are just as imstable 
as most other things on this planet, especially if we remember that 
nothing could well be more unstable than k before front vowels, 
as seen in It. [tf] and Sp. [>] in cido, Fr. [s] in del, and [/] in 
ckien, Eng. and Swedish [t/] in chin, kind, Norwegian [c] in kind, 
Russian [t/] in ietyre ‘ four ’ and [s] in sto ‘ hundred,’ etc. As 
an example of a typically unstable sound Meillet gives bilabial /, 
and it is true that this sound is so rare that it is diflScialt to find 
it represented in any language ; the reason is simply that the upper 
teeth normally protrude above the lower jaw, and that consequently 
the lower lip articulates easily against the upper teeth, with the 
natural result that where we should theoretically expect the bilabial 
/ the labiodental / takes its place. And «, which is foimd almost 
universally, and should therefore on Meillet’s theory be very stable, 
is often seen to change into h or [x] or to disappear. On the whole, 
then, we see that it is not the ‘naturalness ’ or universality of a 

• Sharp tenues and aspirated tenues may alternate oven in the life of 
one individual, as I have observed in the case of my own son, who at the 
age of 1.9 used the sharp French sounds, but five months later substatuted 
strongly aspirated p, t, k, with even stronger aspiration than the usual Danish 
Bounds, which it took him ten or eleven months to learn with perfect certainty. 



200 


THE FOREIGNER 


[CH. XX 

consonant so much as its position in the syllable and word that 
decides the question * change or no change.* The relation between 
stability and naturalness is seen, perhaps, most clearly in such an 
instance as long [a*]: this sound is so natural that ^glisb, from 
the oldest Aryan to present-day speech, has never been without 
it; yet at no time has it been stable, but as soon as one class of 
words with long [a*] is changed, a new class steps into its shoes: 
(1) Aryan maier, now mother-, (2) lengthening of a short a before 
n: ga$, brahta, now goose, brought ; (3) levelling of ai : atan, now 
sUme ; (4) lengthening of short a: calA, now cold ; (5) later lengthen¬ 
ing of a in open syllable : name, now [neim]; (6) mod. carve, calm, 
path and others from various sources; and (7) vulgar speech is now 
developing new levellings of diphthongs in [ma*l, pa*(9)] for mile, 
power. 


XL—§ 7. Power o! Sahstratom. 

V. BrSndal has made the attempt to infuse new blood into 
the substratum theory through his book, Subatrater og Loan i 
Romansk og Germanak (Copenhagen, 1917). The effect of a sub¬ 
stratum, according to him, is the establishment of a ‘constant 
idiom,* working “ without regard to place and time ” (p. 76) and 
changing, for instance, Latin into Old French, Old French into 
Classical French, and Classical French into Modem French. His 
task, then, is to find out certain tendencies operating at these 
various periods; these are ascribed to the Keltic substratum, 
and BrSndal then passes in review a great many languages spoken 
in districts where Kelts are known to have lived in former times, 
in order to find the same tendencies there. If he succeeds in this 
to his own satisfaction, it is only because the * tendencies * estab¬ 
lished are partly so vague that they will fit into any language, 
partly so ill-defiaed phonetically that it becomes possible to press 
different, nay, in some cases even directly contrary movements 
into the same class. But considerations of space forbid me to 
enter on a detailed criticism here. 1 must content myself with 
taking exception to the principle that the effect of the ethnic 
substratum may show itself several generations after the speech 
substitution took place. If Keltic ever had ‘ a finger in the pie/ 
it must have been immediately on the taking over of the new 
language. An influence exerted in such a time of transition may 
have far-reaching after-effects, like anything else in history, but 
this is not the same thing as asserting that a similar modification 
of the language may take place after the lapse of some centuries 
as an effect of the same cause. Suppose we have a series of manu¬ 
scripts, A, B, C, D, etc., of which B is copied from A, C from B, 
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etc., and that B has an error which is repeated in all the following 
copies; now, if M suddenly agrees with A (which the copyist has 
never seen), we infer that this reading is independent of A. In the 
same way with a language : each individual learns it from his contem¬ 
poraries, but has no opportunity of hearing those who have died 
before his own time. It is possible that the transition from a to cs 
in Old English (as in feeder) is due to Keltic influence, but when 
wo find, many centuries later, that a is changed into [ae] (the present 
sound) in words which had not <b in OE., e.g. crab, hallow, act, it is 
iiniwssible to ascribe this, as Brondal does, to a ‘ constant Keltic 
idiom ’ working through many generations who had never spoken 
or heard any Keltic. ‘ Atavism,’ which skips over one or more 
generations, is unthinkable here, for words and sounds are nothing 
but habits acquired by imitation. 

So far, then, our discussion of the substratum theory has brought 
us no very positive results. One of the reasons why the theories 
put forward of late years havebeen on the whole so unsatisfactory 
is that they deal with speech substitutions that have taken place 
so far back that absolutely nothing, or practically nothing, is known 
of those displaced languages which are supposed to have coloured 
languages now existing. What do we know beyond the mere 
name of Ligurians or Veneti or Iberians ? Of the Pre-Germanic 
and Pre-Keltic peoples we know not even the names. As to the 
old Kelts who play such an eminent rftle in all these speculations, 
we know extremely little about their language at this distant date, 
and it is possible that in some cases, at any rate, the Kelts may have 
been only comparatively small armies conquering this or that 
country for a time, but leaving as few linguistic traces behind 
them as, say, the armies of Napoleon in Russia or the Cimbri and 
Teutoni in Italy. Linguists have turned from the ‘ glottogonic * 
speculations of Bopp and his disciples, only to indulge in dia- 
lectogonio speculations of exactly the same visionary type, 

ZI.—§ 8. Types o! Race-mixture. 

It would be a great mistake to suppose that the conditions, 
and consequently the linguistic results, are always the same, 
whenever two different races meet and assimilate. The chief 
classes of race-mixture have been thus described in a valuable 
paper by George Hempl {Tranaactione of the American Philological 
Aaaociation, XXIX, p. 31 flf., 1898). 

(1) The conquerors are a comparatively small body, who become 
the ruling class, but are not numerous enough to impose their 
language on the country. They are forced to learn the language 
of their subjects, and their grandchildren may come to know that 
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language better than they know the language of their ancestors. 
The language of the conquerors dies out, but bequeaths to the native 
language its terms pertaining to government, the army, and those 
other spheres of life that the conquerors had specially under their 
control. Historic examples are the cases of the Goths in Italy 
and Spam, the Franks in Gaul, the Normans in France and the 
Norman-French in England. Of course, the greater the number 
of the conquerors and the longer they had been close neighbours 
of the people they conquered, or maintained the bonds that united 
them to their mother-country, the greater was their influence. 
Thus the influence of the Franks on the language of France was 
greater than that of the Goths on the language of Spain, and the 
influence of the Norman-French in England was greater still. Tet 
in each case the minority ultimately succumbed. 

(2a) The conquest is made by many bodies of invaders, who 
bring with them their whole households and are followed for a long 
period of time by similar hordes of their kinsmen. The conquerors 
constitute the upper and middle classes and a part of the lower 
classes of the new community. The natives recede before the 
conquerors or become their slaves: their speech is regarded as 
servile and is soon laid aside, except for a few terms pertaining 
to the humbler callings, the names of things peculiar to the cotmtry 
and place-names. Examples: Angles and Saxons in Britain 
and Europeans in America and Australia, though in the last case 
we can hardly speak of race-mixture between the natives and the 
immigrants. 

(26) A more powerful nation conquers the people and annexes 
ite territory, which is made a province, to which not only governors 
and soldiers, but also merchants and even colonists are sent. These 
become the upper class and the influential part of the middle class. 
If centuries pass and the province is still subjected to the direct 
influence of the ruling country, it will more and more imitate 
the speech and the habits and customs of that country. Such 
was the history of Italy, Spain and Gaul under the Romans; 
similar, also, is the story of the Slavs of Eastern Germany and of 
the Dutch in New York State ; such is the process going on to-day 
among the French in Louisiana and among the Germans in their 
original settlements in Peimsylvania. 

(3) Immigrants come in scattered bands and at different 
times; they become servants or follow other humble calliogs. 
It is usually not to their advantage to associate with their fellow- 
countrymen, but rather to mingle with the native population. 
The better they learn to speak the native tongue, the faster they 
get on in the world. If their children in their dress or speech 
betray their foreign origin, they are ridiculed as ‘Dutch * or Irish, 



§8] TYPES OF RACE-MIXTURE 208 

or whatever it may be. They therefore take paias to rid themselves 
of all traces of their alien origin and avoid using the speech of their 
parents. In this way vast numbers of newcomers may be assimi¬ 
lated year by year till they constitute a large part of the new race, 
while their language makes practically no impression on the lan¬ 
guage of the country. This is the story of what is going on in all 
parts of the United States to-day. 

It will be seen that in classes 1 and 3 the speech of the natives 
prevails, while in the two classes comprised under 2 it is that of 
the conqueror which eventually triumphs. Further, that, in all 
cases except type 26, that language prevails which is spoken by 
what is at the time the majority. 

Sound substitution is found in class 3 in the case of foreigners 
who come to America after they have learnt to speak, and of the 
children of foreigners who keep up their original language at home. 
If, however, while they are still young, they are chiefly thrown 
with English-speaking people, they usually gain a thorough mastery 
of the English language ; thus most of the children, and practically 
all of the grandchildren, of immigrants, by the time they are grown¬ 
up, speak English without foreign taint. Their origin has thus 
no permanent influence on their adopted language. The same 
thing is true when a small ruling minority drops its foreign speech 
and learns that of the majority (class 1), and practically also 
(class 2a) when a native minority succumbs to a foreign majority, 
though here the ultimate language may be slightly influenced 
by the native dialect. 

It is different with class 26: when a whole population comes 
in the course of centuries to surrender its natural speech for that 
of a ruling minority, sound substitution plays an important part, 
and to a great extent determines the character and future of the 
language. Hempl here agrees with Hirt in seeing in this fact 
the explanation of much (N.B. not all!) of the difference betw’een 
the Romanic languages and of the difference between natural 
High German and High German spoken in Low German territory, 
and he is therefore not surprised when he is told by Nissen that 
the dialects of modem Italy correspond geographically pretty 
closely to the non-Latin languages once spoken in the Peninsula. 
But he severely criticizes Hirt for going so far as to explain the 
differentiation of Aryan speech by the theory of sound substitution. 
Hirt assumes conditions like those in class 1, and yet thinks that 
the results would be like those of class 2a “ It is essential to Hirt’s 
theory that the conquering bodies of Indo-Europeans should be 
small compared with the number of the people they conquered. . . . 
If we wish to prove that the differentiation of Indo-European 
speech was like the differentiation of Romance speech, we must 
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be able to show that the conditions under which the differentiations 
took place were alike or equivalent. But even a cursory examina¬ 
tion of the manner in which the Romance countries were Romanized 
. . . will make it clear that no parallel could possibly be drawn 
between the conditions under which the Romance languages 
arose and those that we can suppose to have existed wliile the 
Indo-European languages took shape.” Hempl also criticizes the 
way in which the Germanic consonant-shift is supposed by Hirt 
to be due to sound-substitution: when instead of the original 

t th d dh 

Germanic has 

y f t B. 

these latter sounds, on Hirt’s theory, must be either the native 
sounds that the conquered people substituted for the original 
sounds, or else they have developed out of such sounds as the natives 
substituted. If the first be true, we ask ourselves why the con¬ 
quered people did not use their t for the Indo-European *, instead 
of substituting it for d, and then substituting y for the Indo-Euro¬ 
pean f. If the second supposition be true, the native population 
introduced into the language sounds very similar to the original 
«, th, d, dh, and all the change from that slightly variant form 
to the one that we find in Germanic was of subsequent development 
—and must be explained by the usual methods after all. 

I have dwelt so long on Hempl’s paper because, in spite of its 
(to my mind) fundamental importance, it has been generally over¬ 
looked by supporters of the substratum theory. To construct 
a true theory, it will be necessary to examine the largest possible 
number of facts with regard to race-mixtiu’e capable of being 
tested by scientific methods. In this connexion the observations 
of Lenz in South America and of Pu^cariu in Rumania are espe¬ 
cially valuable. The former found that the Spanish spoken in Chile 
was greatly influenced in its sounds by the speech of the native 
Araucanians (see Zeitschr. f. roman. Philolagie, 17. 188 ff., 1893). 
Now, what were the facts in regard to the population speaking 
this language ? The immigrants were chiefly men, who in many 
cases necessarily married native women and left the care of their 
children to a great extent in the hands of Indian servants. As 
the natives were more warlike than in many other parts of 
South America, there was for a very long time a continuous 
influx of Spanish soldiers, many of whom, after a short time, 
settled down peacefully in the country. More Spanish soldiers, 
indeed, arrived in Chile in the course of the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries than in the whole of the rest of 
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South America. Accordingly, by the beginning of the eighteenth 
century the Indians had been either driven back or else assimi- 
lated, and at the beginning of tiie War of Liberation early in 
the nineteenth century Chile was the only State in which there 
was a uniform Spanish-speaking population. In the greater part 
of Chile the ]x>pulation is denser than anywhere else in South 
America, and this population si)eaks nothing but Spanish, while 
in Peru and Bolivia nearly the whole rural population still speaks 
more or less exclusively Keshua or Aimari, and these languages 
are also used occasionally, or at any rate understood, by the whites. 
Chile is thus the only country in which a real Spanish people’s 
dialect could develop. (In Hempl’s classification this would be 
a typical case of class 2a.) In the other Spanish-American coun¬ 
tries the Spanish-speakers are confined to the upper ruling class, 
there being practically no lower class with Spanish as its mother- 
tongue, except in a couple of big cities. Thus we understand that 
the Peruvian who has learnt his Spanish at school has a purer 
Castilian pronunciation than the Chilean j yet, apart from pro¬ 
nunciation, the educated Chilean’s Spanish is much more correct 
and fluent than that of the other South Americans, whose language 
is stiff and vocabulary scanty, because they have first learnt some 
Indian language in childhood. Lenz’s Chileans, who have often 
been invoked by the adherents of the unlimi ted substratum theory, 
thus really serve to show that sound substitution takes place 
only under certain well-defined conditions. 

Pajcariu (in Primipienfragen der romaniachen Sprachwiasen- 
achaft, Beihefte zur Zachr. f. rom. Phil., 1910) says that in a Saxon 
village which had been almost completely Bumanianized he had 
once talked for hours with a peasant without noticing that he 
was not a native Rumanian : he was, however, a Saxon, who spoke 
Saxon with his wife, but Rumanian with his son, l^cause the 
latter language was easier to him, as he had acquired the R iimfl.nin.Ti 
basis of articulation. Here, then, there was no sound substitution, 
and in general we may say that the less related two languages 
are, the fewer will be the traces of the original language left on 
the new language (p. 49). The reason must be that people who 
naturally speak a closely related language are easily understood 
even when their acquired speech has a tinge of dialect: there is thus 
no inducement for them to give up their pronunciation. Pu^cariu 
also found that it was much more difficult for him to rid himself 
of his dialectal traits in Rumanian than to acquire a correct pro¬ 
nunciation of German or French. He therefore disbelieves in a 
direct influence exerted by the indigenous languages on the forma¬ 
tion of the Romanic languages (and thus goes much further than 
HempI). All these languages, and particularly Rumanian, during 
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the first centuries of the Middle Ages underwent radical trans¬ 
formations not paralleled in the thousand years ensuing. This 
may have been partly due to an influence exerted by ethnic mixture 
on the whole character of the young nations and through that also 
on their language. But other factors have certainly also played 
an important rOle, especially the grouping round new centres 
with other political aims than those of ancient Rome, and conse¬ 
quent isolation from the rest of the Romanic peoples. Add to this 
the very important emancipation of the ordinary conversational 
language from the yoke of Ijatin. In the first Christian centuries 
the influence of Latin was so overpowering in official life and in 
the schools that it obstructed a natural development. But soon 
after the third century the educational level rapidly sank, and 
political events broke the power not only of Rome, but also of its 
language. The speech of the masses, which had been held in fetters 
for so long, now asserted itself in full freedom and with elemental 
violence, the result being those far-reaching changes by which 
the Romanic languages are marked off from Latin, Language 
and nation or race must not be confounded: witness Rumania, 
whose language shows very few dialectal variations, though the 
populations of its diflerent provinces are ethnically quite distinct 
(ib. p. 51). 


XL—§9. Summary* 

The general impression gathered from the preceding investiga¬ 
tion must be that it is impossible to ascribe to an ethnic substratum 
all the changes and dialectal differentiations which some linguists 
explain as due to this sole cause. Many other influences must 
have been at work, among which an interruption of intercourse 
created by natural obstacles or social conditions of various kinHa 
would be of prime importance. If we take ethnic substrata as 
the main or sole source of dialectal differentiation, it will be hard 
to account for the differences between Icelandic and Norwegian, 
for Iceland was very sparsely inhabited when the ‘ land-tal^g' 
took place, and still harder to account for the very great diver¬ 
gences that we witness between the dialects spoken in the Faroe 
Islands. A mere turning over the leaves of Bennike and Kjris- 
tensen’s maps of Danish dialects (or the corresponding maps of 
France) will show the impossibility of explaining the crisscross of 
boundaries of various phonetic phenomena as entirely due to 
ethnical differences in the aborigines. On the other hand, the speech 
of Russian peasants is said to be remarkably free from dialectal 
divergences, in spite of the fact that it has spread in compara¬ 
tively recent times over districts inhabited by populations with 
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languages of totally different types (Finnic, Turkish, Tataric). 1 
thus incline to think that sound substitution cannot have pro¬ 
duced radical changes, but has only played a minor part in the 
development of languages. There are, perhaps, also interesting 
things to be learnt from conditions in Finland. Here Swedish 
has for many centuries been the language of the ruling minority, 
and it was only in the course of the nineteenth century that Finnish 
attained to the dignity of a literary language. The sound systems 
of Swedish and Finnish are extremely unlike : Finnish lacks many 
of the Swedish sounds, such as b, d (what is written d is either 
mute or else a kind of weak r), g and /. No word can begin with 
more than one consonant, consequently Swedish strand and skrad- 
dare, ‘ tailor,’ are represented in the form of the loan-words ranta 
and radldli. Now, in spite of the fact that most Swedish-speaking 
people have probably spoken Finnish as children and have had 
Finnish servants and playfellows to teach them the language, 
none of these peculiarities have influenced their Swedish : what 
makes them recognizable as hailing from Finland (‘ finska 
brytningen *) is not simplification of consonant groups or substitu¬ 
tion of p for 6 , etc., but such small things as the omission of the 
‘ compound tone,’ the tendency to lengthen the second consonant 
in groups like ns, and European (‘ back ’) u instead of the Swedish 
mixed vowel. 

But if sound substitution as a result of race-mixture and of 
conquest cannot have played any very considerable part in the 
differentiation of languages as wholes, there is another domain 
in which sound substitution is very important, that is, in the shape 
which loan-words take in the languages into which they are intro¬ 
duced. However good the pronunciation of the first introducer 
of a word may have been, it is clear that when a word is extensively 
used by people with no intimate and first-hand knowledge of the 
language from which it was taken, most of them will tend to pro¬ 
nounce it with the only sounds with which they are familiar, those 
of their own language. Thus we see that the English and Rus¬ 
sians, who have no [y] in their own speech, substitute for it the 
combination [ju, iu] in recent loans from French Scandinavians 
have no voiced [z] and [ 5 ] and therefore, in such loans from French 
or English as kusine, hndget, jockey, etc., substitute the voiceless 
[s] and [/]], or [sj]. The English will make a diphthong of the 
final vowels of such words as bouquet, beau [bu kei, bou], and will 
slur the r of such French words as boulevard, etc. The same trans¬ 
ference of speech habits from one’s native language also affects 
such important things as quantity, stress and tone : the English 
have no final short stressed vowels, such as are found in boxiguei, 
beau ; hence their tendency to lengthen as well as diphthongize 
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these sounds, while the IVench will stress the final syllable o; 
recent loans, such as jury, reporter. These phenomena are so uni 
versal and so well known that they need no further illustration 
The more familiar such loan-words are, the more unnatura 
it would be to pronounce them with foreign sounds or according 
to foreign rules of quantity and stress; for this means in eacl 
case a shunting of the whole speech-apparatus on to a difiereni 
track for one or two words and then shifting back to the origins 
* basis of articulation ’—an effort that many speakers are quit« 
incapable of and one that in any case interferes with the natura 
and easy flow of speech. 


XI.—§ 10. General Theory ol Loan-words. 

In the last paragraphs we have already broached a very im 
portant subject, that of loan-words.^ No language is entirel; 
free from borrowed words, because no nation has ever been com 
pletely isolated. Contact with other nations inevitably leads t* 
borrowings, though their number may vary very considerably 
Here we meet with a fundamental principle, first formulated b; 
E. Windisch (in his paper “ Zur Theorie der Mischsprachen uni 
LehnwOrter,” Verh. d. edcheiachen Oesellach. d. Wiasenseh., XLIX 
1897, p. 107 ff.): ** It is not the foreign language a nation learn 
that turns into a mixed language, but its own native languag 
becomes mixed under the influence of a foreign language.” Whei 
we try to learn and talk a foreign tongue we do not introduce int 
it words taken from our own language ; our endeavour will alway 
be to speak the other language as purely as possible, and generall; 
we are painfully conscious of every native word that we intrud 
into phrases framed in the other tongue. But what we thus avoii 
in speaking a foreign language we very often do in our owi 
Frederick the Great prided himself on his good French, and in hi 
French writings we do not find a single German word, but wheneve 
he wrote German his sentences were full of French words am 
phrases. This being the general practice, we now understam 
why so few Keltic words were taken over into French am 
English. There was nothing to induce the ruling classes to lear 

* I use the terms loan-worda and borrowed words because they are ooi 
venient and firmly established, not because they are exact. There are tw 
respects in which linguistic borrowing differs from the borrowin 
of, say, a knife or money: the lender does not deprive himself of the ue 
of the word any more than if it had not been borrowed by the other party, an 
the borrower is under no obligation to return the word at any future Umi 
Linguistio ' borrowing * is really nothing but imitation, and the only wa 
in which it differs from a child’s imitation of its parents’ speech is that hei 
is imitated which forma a part of a speech that is not imitate 
M a whole. 
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the language of the inferior natives : it could never be fttshionable 
for them to show an acquaintance with a despised tongue by iiaing 
now and then a Keltic word. On the other hand, the Kelt would 
have to learn the language of his masters, and learn it well; and 
he would even among his comrades like to show o£E his knowledge 
by interlarding his speech with words and turns from the language 
of his betters. Loan-words always show a superiority of the nation 
from whose language they are borrowed, though this superiority 
may be of many different kinds. 

In the first place, it need not be extensive: indeed, in some 
of the most typical cases it is of a very partial character and 
touches only on one very special point. I refer to those instances 
in which a district or a people is in possession of some special 
thing or product wanted by some other nation and not produced 
in that country. Here quite naturally the name used by the natives 
is taken over along with the thing. Obvious examples are the 
names of various drinks : wine is a loan from Latin, tea from Chinese, 
toffee from Arabic, chocolate from Mexican, and punch from Hin¬ 
dustani. A certain type of carriage was introduced about 1600 
from Hungary and is known in most European languages by its 
Magyar name: E. coach, G. kutsche, etc. Moccasin is from 
Algonquin, bamboo from Malay, hilip and turban (ultimately the 
same word) from Persian. A slightly different case is when some 
previously unknown plant or animal is made known through some 
foreign nation, as when we have taken the name of jasmine from 
Persian, chimpanzee from some African, and tapir from some 
Brazilian language. It is characteristic of all words of this kind 
that only a few of them are taken from each foreign language, 
and that they have nearly all of them gone the round of all 
civilized languages, so that they are now known practically all 
over the world. 

Other loan-words form larger groups and bear witness to the 
cultural superiority of some nation in some one specified sphere 
of activity or branch of knowledge: such are the Arabic words 
relating to mathematics and astronomy {algebra, zero, cipher, 
azimuth, zenith, in related fields tariff, alkali, alcohol), the Italian 
words relating to music {piano, allegro, andante, solo, soprano, 
etc.) and commerce {bank, bankrupt, balance, traffic, ducat, florin) 
—one need not accumulate examples, as everybody interested in 
the subject of this book will be able to supply a great many from 
his own reading. The most comprehensive groups of this kind 
are those French, Latin and Greek words that have flooded the 
whole world of Westtm civilization from the Middle Ages and 
the Renaissance and have given a family-character to all those 
parts of the vocabularies of otherwise different languages which 

14 
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are concerned with the highest intellectual and technical activities. 
See the detailed discussion of these strata of loan-words in English 
in GS ch. v and vi. 

When one nation has imbibed for centuries the cultural influ¬ 
ence of another, its language may have become so infiltrated with 
words from the other language that these ore found in most sen¬ 
tences, at any rate in nearly every sentence dealing with things 
above the simplest material necessities. The best-known examples 
are English since the influx of French and classical words, and 
Turkish with its wholesale importations from Arabic. Another 
example is Basque, in which nearly all expressions for religious 
and spiritual ideas are Romanic. Basque is naturally very poor 
in words for general ideas; it has names for special kinds of trees, 
but ‘ tree * is arbolia, from Spanish drbol, ‘ animal * is animale, 

* colour ’ colore, ‘ plant ’ planta or landare, ‘ flower * lore or lilt, 

* thing ’ gauza, * time ’ dembora. Thus also many of its names 
for utensils and garments, weights and measures, arms, etc., are 
borrowed; ‘king’ is errege, ‘law’ lege, lage, ‘master’ maim, 
etc. (See Zs. f. roman. Phil., 17. 140 ff.) 

In a great many cases linguistic borrowing must be considered 
a necessity, but this is not always so. When a nation has once 
got into the habit of borrowing words, people will very often use 
foreign words where it would have been perfectly possible to ex¬ 
press their ideas by means of native speech-material, the reason 
for going out of one’s own language being in some cases the desire to 
be thought fashionable or refined through interlarding one’s speech 
with foreign words, in others simply laziness, as is very often the 
case when people are rendering thoughts they have heard or read 
in a foreign tongue. Translators are responsible for the great 
majority of these intrusive words, which might have been avoided 
by a resort to native composition or derivation, or very often by 
turning the sentence a little differently from the foreign text. 
The most thoroughgoing speech mixtures are due much less to 
real race-mixture than to continued cultural contact, especially 
of a literary character, as is seen very clearly in English, where 
the Romanic element is only to a very small extent referable to 
the Norman conquerors, and far more to the peaceful relations 
of the following centuries. That Greek and Latin words have 
come in through the medium of literature hardly needs sa 3 dng. 
Many of these words are superfluous: “The native words coU, 
cool, <^iUy, icy, frosty, might have seemed sufficient for all pur¬ 
poses, without any necessity for importing frigid, gdid and algid, 
which, as a matter of fact, are found neither in Shakespeare nor 
in the Authorized Version of the Bible nor in the poetical works 
of Milton, Pope, C!owper and Shelley ’’ (GS § 136). But on the 
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other hand it cannot be denied that the imported words have in 
many instances enriched the language through enabling its users 
to obtain greater variety and to find expressions for many subtle 
shades of thought. The question of the value of loan-words can¬ 
not be dismissed offhand, as the ‘ purists ’ in many countries are 
inclined to imagine, with the dictum that foreign words should be 
shunned like the plague, but requires for its solution a careful 
consideration of the merits and demerits of each separate foreign 
term viewed in connexion with the native resources for expressing 
that particular idea. 

XL—§ 11. Classes of Loan-words. 

It is quite natural that there should be a much greater inclina¬ 
tion everywhere to borrow ‘ full ’ words (substantives, adjectives, 
notional verbs) than ‘ empty ’ words (pronouns, prepositions, 
conjunctions, auxiliary verbs), to which class most of the ‘ gram¬ 
matical ’ words belong But there is no hard-and-fast limit between 
the two classes. It is rare for a language to take such words as 
numerals from another language; yet examples are found here 
and there—thus, in connexion with special games, etc. Until 
comparatively recently, dicers and backgammon-players counted 
in England by means of the French words ace, deitce, tray, cater, 
cinque, size, and with the English game of lawn tennis the English 
way of counting (fifteen love, etc.) has been lately adopted in 
Russia and to some extent also in Denmark. In some parts of 
England Welsh numerals were until comparatively recent times 
used in the counting of sheep. Cattle-drivers in Jutland used to 
count from 20 to 90 in Low Glerman learnt in Hamburg and Holstein, 
where they sold their cattle. In this case the clumsiness and want 
of perspicuity of the Danish expressions (hdlvtredsindstyve for Low 
German fdfdix, etc.) may have been one of the reasons for preferring 
the German words; in the same way the clumsiness of the Eskimo 
way of counting (“ third toe on the second foot of the fourth man,” 
etc.) has favoured the introduction into Greenlandio of the Danish 
words for 100 and 1,000: with an Eskimo ending, urUritigdlit and 
tusintigdlit. Most Japanese numerals are Chinese. And of course 
million and milliard are used in most civilized countries. 

Prepositions, too, are rarely borrowed by one language from 
another. Yet the Latin (Ital.) per is used in English, German 
and Danish, and the French d in the two latter languages, and both 
are extending their domain beyond the commercial language in 
which they were first used. The Greek kata, at first also commercial, 
has in Spanish found admission into the ordinary language and 
has become the pronoun coda *eaoh.* 
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Personal and demonstrative pronouns, articles and the like are 
scarcely ever taken over from one language to another. They are 
so definitely woven into the innermost texture of a language that 
no one would t hink of giving them up, however much he might 
like to adorn his speech with words from a foreign source. If, 
therefore, in one instance we find a case of a language borrowing 
words of this kind, we are justified in thinking that exceptional 
causes must have been at work, and such really proves to be the 
case in English, which has adopted the Scandinavian forms they, 
them, their. It is usual to speak of English as being a mixture of 
native Old English (‘ Anglo-Saxon ’) and French, but as a matter 
of fact the French infiuence, powerful as it is in the vocabulary 
and patent as it is to the eyes of everybody, is superficial in com¬ 
parison with the influence exercised in a much subtler way by the 
Scandinavian settlers in the North of England. The French 
influence is different in extent, but not in kind, from the French 
influence on German or the old Gothonic influence on Finnic; 
it is perhaps best compared with the German influence on Danish 
in the Middle Ages. But the Scandinavian influence on English 
is of a different kind. The number of Danish and Norwegian 
settlers in England must have been very large, as is shown by 
the number of Scandinavian place-names; yet that does not 
account for everything. A most important factor was the great 
similarity of the two languages, in spite of numerous points of 
difference. Accordingly, when their fighting was over, the invaders 
and the original population would to some extent be able to make 
themselves understood by one another, like people talking two 
dialects of the same language, or like students from Copenhagen 
and from Lund nowadays. Many of the most common words 
were absolutely identical, and others differed only slightly Hence 
it comes that in the Middle English texts we find a great many 
double forms of the same word, one English and the other Scandi¬ 
navian, used side by side, some of these doublets even surviving 
till the present day, though now differentiated in sense (e.g. whole, 
hale ; no, nay ; from, fro ; ahiri, skirt), while in other cases one 
only of the two forms, either the native or the Scandinavian, has 
survived; thus the Scandinavian aiater and egg have ousted the 
English sweostor and ey. We find, therefore, a great many words 
adopted of a kind not usually borrowed; thus, everyday verbs and 
adjectives like take, call, hit, die, ill, ugly, wrong, and among sub¬ 
stantives such non-technical ones as fellow, aky, akin, wing, etc. 
(For details see my GS ch. iv.) All this Indicates an intimate fusion 
of the two races and of the two languages, such as is not provided 
for in any of the classes described by Hempl (above, § 8). In 
most speech-mixtures the various elements remain distinct and can 
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be separated, just as after shuflling a pack of cards you can pick 
out the hearts, spades, etc.; but in the case of English and Scandi¬ 
navian we have a subtler and more intimate fusion, very much 
as when you put a lump of sugar into a cup of tea and a few minutes 
afterwards are quite unable to say which is tea and which is sugar. 

ZI.—§ 12. Inflnence on Grammar. 

The question has often been raised whether speech-mixture 
affects the grammar of a language which has borrowed largely 
from some other language. The older view is expressed pointedly 
by Whitney (L 199): “ Such a thing as a language with a mixed 
grammatical apparatus has never come under the cognizance of 
linguistic students : it would be to them a monstrosity; it seems 
an impossibility.” This is an exaggeration, and cannot be justified, 
for the simple reason that the vocabulary of a language and its 
* grammatical apparatus * cannot be nicely separated in the way 
presupposed; indeed, much of the borrowed material mentioned 
in our last paragraphs does belong to the grammatical apparatus. 
But there is, of course, some truth in Whitney’s dictum. When 
a word is borrowed it is not as a rule taken over with all the elaborate 
flexion wliich may belong to it in its original home; as a rule, 
one form only is adopted, it may be the nominative or some other 
case of a noun, the infinitive or the present or the naked stem of 
a verb. This form is then either used tmehanged or with the end¬ 
ings of the adopting language, generally those of the most ‘ regular ’ 
declension or conjugation. It is an exceptional case when more 
than one fiexional form is taken over, and this case does not occur 
in really popular loans. In learned usage we find in older Danish 
such case-flexion as gen. Christie dat. Christo, by the side of nom. 
Christus, also, e.g., i iheatro, and still sometimes in German we 
have the same usage : e.g. mit den pronominibus. In a somewhat 
greater number of instances the plural form is adopted as well as 
the singular form, as in English fungi, formulce, phenomena, sera¬ 
phim, etc., but the natural tendency is always towards using the 
native endings, funguses, formulas, etc., and this has prevailed in 
all popular words, e.g. ideas, circuses, museums. As the formation 
of cases, tenses, etc., in different languages is often very irregular, 
and the distinctive marks are often so intimately connected with 
the kernel of the word and so unsubstantial as not to be easily 
distinguished, it is quite natural that no one should think of 
borrowing such endings, etc., and appl 3 ring them to native words. 
Schuchardt once thought that the English genitive ending « had 
been adopted into Indo-Portuguese (in the East Indies), where jFoftcr- 
*wdor# eaaa stands for * governor’s house,* but he now explains the 
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form more correctly as originating in the possessive pronoun au : 
gobemador m casa (dem g. sein haus, SUzungaher. der preuaa. 
Akademie, 1917, 624). 

It was at one time commonly held that the English plural 
ending a, which in Old English was restricted in its application, 
owes its extension to the influence of French. This theory, 1 believe, 
was finally disposed of by the six decisive arguments I brought 
forward against it in 1891 (reprinted in ChE § 39). But after what 
has been said above on the Scandinavian influence, I incline to think 
that E. Classen is right in thinking that the Danes count for some¬ 
thing in bringing about the final victory of -a over its competitor 
-n, for the Danes had no plural in -n, and ~a reminded them of 
their own -r {Mod. Language Ren. 14. 94; cf. also -a in the third 
person of verbs, Scand. -r). Apart from this particular point, 
it is quite natural that the Scandinavians should have exercised 
a general levelling influence on the English language, as many 
niceties of grammar would easily be sacrificed where mutual in¬ 
telligibility was so largely brought about by the common vocabu¬ 
lary. Accordingly, we find that in the regions in which the Danish 
settlements were thickest the wearing away of grammatical forms 
was a couple of centuries in advance of the same process in the 
southern parts of the country. 

Derivative endings certainly belong to the ‘ grammatical 
apparatus ’ of a language; yet many such endings have been 
taken over into another language as parts of borrowed words 
and have then been freely combined with native speech-material. 
The phenomenon is extremely frequent in English, where we have, 
for instance, the Romanic endings -eaa {shepherdeaa, aeereaa), -meni 
{endearment, bewilderment), -age {mileage, cleavage, shortage), -arux 
{hindrance, forbearance) and many more. In Danish and German 
the number of similar instances is much more restricted, yet we 
have, for instance, recent words in -iame, -iamua and -tower; cf. 
also older words like bageri, bSckerei, etc. It is the same with pre¬ 
fixes : English has formed many words with de-, co-, inter-, pre-, 
anti- and other classical prefixes: de-anglicize, co-godfather, inler- 
marriage, at pre-war prices, anli-alavery, etc. (quotations in my 
GS § 124; c£. MEG ii. 14. 66). Ex- has established itself in many 
languages.* ex-king, ex-roi, ex-konge, ex-kSnig, etc. In Danish 
the prefix 6e-, borrowed from German, is used very extensively 
with native words: bebrejde, bebo, bebygge, and this is not the only 
German prefix that is productive in the Scandinavian languages. 

With regard to syntax, very little can be said except in a 
general way: languages certainly do influence each other syn¬ 
tactically, and those who know a foreign language only imper¬ 
fectly are apt to transfer to it methods of construction from their 
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own tongue. Many instances of this have been collected by 
Schuchardt, SID. But it is doubtful whether these syntactical 
influences have the same permanent effects on any language as those 
exerted on one’s own language by the habit of translating foreign 
works into it: in this purely literary way a great many idioms 
and turns of phrases have been introduced into English, German 
and the Scandinavian languages from French and Latin, and into 
Danish and Swedish from German. The accusative and infinitive 
construction, which had only a very restricted use in Old English, 
has very considerably extended its domain through Latin influence! 
and the so-called ‘ absolute construction ’ (in my own grammatical 
terminology called ‘ nexus subjunct ’) seems to be entirely due to 
imitation of Latin syntax. In the Balkan tongues there are some 
interesting instances of syntactical agreement between various 
languages, which must be due to oral influence through the neces¬ 
sity imposed on border peoples of passing continually from one 
language to another: the infinitive has disappeared from Greek, 
Rumanian and Albanian, and the definite article is placed after 
the substantive in Rumanian, Albanian and Bulgarian. 

XI.—§ 13. Translation-loans. 

Besides direct borrowings we have also indirect borrowings or 
‘translation loan-words,’ words modelled more or less closely on 
foreign ones, though consisting of native speech-material. I take 
some examples from the very full and able paper “ Notes sur les 
Caiques Linguistiques ” contributed by Kr. Sandfeld to the Fest¬ 
schrift Vilh. Thomsen, 1912: cedijicatio : G. erbauung, Dan. 
op^yggelse ; equilibrium : G. gleicbgewicht, Dan. ligevaegt; hene- 
ficium : G. wohltat, Dan. velgerning ; conscientia : Goth, mipwissi, 
G. gewissen, Dan. samvittighed, Swed. samvcte, Russ, soznanie; 
omnipotens : E. almighty, G. allmachtig, Dan. almfegtig; arrUre- 
pensie : hintergedanke, bagtanke; bien-itre : wohlsein, velvsere ; 
exposition : austellung, udstilling; etc. Sandfeld gives many 
more examples, and as he has in most instances been able to give 
also corresponding words from various Slavonic languages as well 
os from Magyar, Finnic, etc., he rightly concludes that his collec¬ 
tions serve to throw light on that community in thought and ex¬ 
pression which Bally has well termed “ la mentality europ^enne.” 
(But it will be seen that English differs from most European lan¬ 
guages in having a much greater propensity to swallowing foreign 
words raw, as it were, than to translating them.) 
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xn.—11. Beach-la-Mai. 

As a first typical example of a whole class of languages now 
found in many parts of the world where people of European 
civilization have come into contact with men of other races, we 
may take the so-called Beach-la-mar (or Beche-le-mar, or Beche 
de mer English);^ it is also sometimes called Sandalwood 
English. It is spoken and understood all over the Western 
Pacific, its spread being largely due to the fact that the practice 
of * blackbirding * often brought together on the same plantation 
many natives from difierent islands with mutually incompre¬ 
hensible languages, whose only means of communication was 
the broken English they had picked up from the whites. And 
now the natives learn this language from each other, while 
in many places the few Europeans have to learn it from the 
islanders. **Thos the native use of Pidgin-English lays down 
the rules by which the Europeans let themselves be guided when 
learning it. Even Englishmen do not find it quite easy at the 
beginning to understand Pidgin-English, and have to learn it 
before they are able to speak it properly ” (Landtman). 

* The et 3 rmology of this name is rather carious: Portuguese bicho de mar, 
from bieho * worm,’ the name of the sea slug or trepang, which is eaten as a 
luxury by the Chinese, was in French modified into btche de mer, 'sea* 
spade’; this by a second popular etjrmology was made into English 
beaeh4a-mar as if a compound of beach. 

My sources are H. Schuchardt, KS v. (Wiener Academie, 1883); id. in 
ESt ziii. 168 fl., 1889; W. Churchill, Beach-la-Maf, the Jargon or Trade 
Speedi Cjf the Western Paeifle (Carnegie Institution of Washington, 1911); 
Jack London, TAs Cruise of the Snark (Mills A Boon, London, 1911 7), 
G. Landtman in NeuphUdlogische MitUeilungen (Helsingfors, 1018, p. 62 fl. 
Landtman calls it ** the Pid^n-English of British New Guinea,” where he 
learnt it, though it really differs from Pidgin-English proper ; see below) | 

**The Jargon English of Torres Straits" in Reports of ^e Cambridge 
AtUhropdlogieal Expedition to Torres Straits, vol. iii. p. 26 1 fl., Cambridge, 
1907. 

HI 
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I shall now try to give some idea of the structure of this 
lingo. 

The vocabulary is nearly all English. Even most of the 
words which ultimately go back to other languages have been 
admitted only because the English with whom the islanders were 
thrown into contact had previously adopted them into their own 
speech, so that the islanders were justified in believing that they 
were really English. This is true of the Spanish or Portuguese 
w.wy, ‘to know,’ and pickaninny, ‘child’ or ‘little one’ (a 
favourite in many languages on account of its symbolic sound; 
see Ch. XX § 8), as well as the Amerindian tomahawk, which in the 
whole of Australia is the usual word for a small axe. An>^ if ^e 
find in Beach-la-mar the two Maori words tapu or taboo and 
kai, or more often kaikai, ‘ to eat ’ or ‘ food,’ they have probably 
got into the language through English—we know that both are 
very extensively used in Australia, while the former is known all 
over the civilized world. Likkilik or liklik, • small, almost,’ is said 
to be from a Polynesian word liki, but may be really a perversion 
of Engl. litUe. Landtman gives a few words from unknown 
languages used by the Kiwais, though not derived from their 
own language. The rest of the words found in my sources are 
English, though not always pure English, in so far as their 
signification is often curiously distorted. 

Nusipepa means ‘a letter, any written or printed document,’ 
rmry is the general term for ‘woman ’ (cf. above, p. 118), piaupo 
(peasoup) for all foreign foods which are preserved in tins; 
squareface, the sailor’s name for a square gin-bottle, is extended 
to all forms of glassware, no matter what the shape. One of 
the earliest seafarers is said to have left a bull and a cow on one 
of the islands and to have mentioned these two words together; 
the natives took them as one word, and now bullamacow or pidu~ 
malcau means ‘ cattle, beef, also tinned beef ’; pulomokau is 
now given as a native word in a dictionary of the Fijian 
language.* BvJopenn, which means ‘ornament,’ is said to be 
nothing but the English bhie painH. All this shows the purely 
accidental character of many of the linguistic acquisitions of 
the Polynesians. 

As the vocabulary is extremely limited, composite expres- 
mom are sometimes resorted to in order to express ideas for 
which we have simple words, and not unfrequently the deAuces 
used appear to us very clumsy or even comical. A piano is 
called ‘ big fellow bokus (box) you fight him he cry,’ and a 

* Similwly the miinonarj Q. Brown thought that loM wae a native 
word of the Duke of York luands for * wash,’ till one day he aeoidentslly 
“■covered that it was their pronunciation of English soap. 
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concertina ‘little fellow bokus yon shove him he cry, you pull 
him he cry.’ Woman he got faminil (‘family’) inside means 
‘she is with child.’ Inside is also used extensively about mental 
states: jump inside ‘ be startled,’ inside UU himself ‘ to con* 
sider,’ inside bad ‘ grieved or sorry,’ fed inside ‘ to know,’ fed 
another kind inside ‘ to change one’s mind.’ My throai he fast 
‘ I was dumb.’ )He took daylight a long time ‘ lay awake.’ Bring 
feUow belong make open bottle ‘ bring me a corkscrew.’ Water 
belong stink ‘ perfumery.’ The idea of being bald is thus ex¬ 
pressed : grass belong head belong him all he die finish, or with 
another variant, coconut belong him grass no stop, for coconut is 
taken from English slang in the sense * head ’ (Schuchardt has 
the sentence; You no savoy that feUow white man coconut belong 
him no grass ?). For ‘ feather ’ the combination grass bdong 
pigeon is used, pigeon being a general term for any bird. 

A man who wanted to borrow a saw, the w)rd for which he 
had forgotten, said: ‘ You give me brother belong tomahawk, 
he come he go.’ A servant who had been to Queensland, where 
he saw a train, on his return called it ‘steamer he walk about 
along bush.’ Natives who watched Landtman when he en¬ 
closed letters in envelopes named the latter ‘ house belong letter.’ 
Many of these expressions are thus picturesque descriptions made 
on the spur of the moment if the proper word is not known. 

xn.—{2. Grammar. 

These phrases have already illustrated some points of the 
very simple grammar of this lingo. Words have only one form, 
and what is in our language expressed by fioxional forms is 
either left unexpressed or else indicated by auxiliary words. 
The plural of nouns is like the singular (though the form men 
is found in my texts alongside of man) ; when necessary, the 
plural is indicated by moans of a prefixed aU: aU he talk ‘ they 
say ’ (also him feUow all ‘ they ’); all man ‘ everybody ’; a more 
indefinite plural is plenty man or fuU up man. For ‘ we ’ is 
said me two fdla or me three fellow, as the case may be; me two 
fellow Lagia means ‘ I and Lagia.’ If there are more, me 
cdtogether man or me plenty man may be said, though we is also 
in use. FeUow (fella) is a much-vexed word; it is required, or 
at any rate often used, after most pronouns, thus, that fellow hat, 
this fdlow knife, me fellow, you fdl^, him feUow (not he fellow) ; 
it is foim very often after an adjective and seems to be required 
to prop up the adjective before the substantive: big feUow 
name, big fdlow tobacco, another fellow man. In other oases no 
fdlow is used, and it seems difficult to give definite rules; after 
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a numeral it is frequent: two fellow men {man f), thf^ fellow 
bottle. There is a curious employment in ten fellow ten one 
fellow, which means 101. It is used adverbially in thai man he 
cry big fellow * he cries loudly.’ 

The genitive is expressed by means of belong (or belong-a, 
long, along), which also serves for other prepositional relations. 
Examples: tail belong him, pappa belong me, wife belong you, 
belly belong me walk abotU too much (I was seasick), me sawee talk 
along white man; rope along bush means liana. Missis / man 
belong buUamacow him stop (the butcher has come). What for 
you wipe hands belong-a you on clothes belong esseppoon f (spoon, 
i.e. napkin). Of. above the expressions for ‘ bald.’ Piccaninny 
belong banana ‘a young b. plant.’ Belong also naturally means 
‘ to live in, be a native of ’; boy belong island, he belong Burri- 
burrigan. The preposition along is used about many local rela¬ 
tions (in, at, on, into, on board). From such combinations as 
laugh along (1. at) and he speak along this fella the transition is 
easy to cases in which along serves to indicate the indirect 
object: he give'm this fella Eve along Adam, and also a kind of 
dh'cct object, as in fight ahnga him, you gammon along me (deceive, 
lie to me), and with the form belong: he puss-puss belong this 
fellow {puss-puss orig. a cat, then as a verb to caress, make 
love to). 

There is no distinction of gender : that woman he brother belong 
me = * she is my sister ’; he (before the verb) and him (in all 
other positions) serve both for he, she and it. There is a 
curious use of *m, um or em, in our texts often written him, after 
a verb as a ‘ vocal sign of warning that an object of the verb is 
to follow,’ no matter what that object is. 

Churchill says that “in the adjective comparison is un¬ 
known ; the islanders do not know how to think comparatively— 
at least, they lack the form of words by which comparison may 
be indicated; this big, that small is the nearest they can come 
to the expression of the idea that one thing is greater than 
another.’’ But Landtman recognizes more big and also more 
better: * no good make him that fashion, more better make 
him all same.’ The same double comparative I find in another 
place, used as a kind of verb meaning ‘ ought to, had better ’; 
more better you come out. Too simply means ‘ much ’: he savvy 
too much ‘ he knows much ’ (praise, no blame), he too much talk. 
A synon3mi is plenty too much.. Schuchardt gives the explanation 
of this trait: “The white man was the teacher of the black 
man, who imitated his manner of speaking. But the former 
would constantly use the strongest expressions and exaggerate 
in a manner that he would only occasionally resort to in speaking 
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to his own country men. He did not say, ‘You are very lazy,* 
but ‘ You are too lazy,’ and this will account for the fact that 
* very ’ is called too much in Beach-la-mar as well as tumussi 
in the Negro-English of Surinam” {8pr. def Saramakkanegert 
p. iv). 

Verbs have no tense-forms; when required, a future may 
be indicated by means of by and by: brother belong-a-me by 
and by he dead (my br. is dying), bymby all men laugh along th^ 
boy ; he small now, bymbye he big. It may be qualified by 
additions like bymby one time, bymby little bit, bymby big bit, and 
may be used also of the ‘ postpreterit ’ (of futurity relative to a 
past time): by and by boy belong island he speak. Another way of 
expressing the future is seen in that woman he close up bom (!) 
him piccaninny ‘ that woman will shortly give birth to a child.’ 
The usual sign of the perfect is been, the only idiomatic form of 
the verb to be: you been lake me along three year ; 1 been look 
round before. But finish may also be used: me look him finish 
(I have seen him), he kaikai all finish (he has eaten it all up). 

Where we should expect forms of the verb ‘ to be,’ there is 
either no verb or else stop is used: no water stop (there is no 
water), rain he stop (it rains), two white men stop Matupi (live in), 
other day plenty money he stop ( . . . I had . . . ). For * have' 
they say got. My belly no go% kailcai (I am hungry), he got good 
hand (is skilful). 


Xn.—§3. Sounds. 

About the phonetic structure of Beach-la-mar I have very 
little information; as a rule the words in my sources are spelt 
in the usual English way. Cihiuchill speaks in rather vague terms 
about difficulties which the islanders experience in imitating the 
English sounds, and especially groups of consonants: ” Any 
English word which on experiment proved impracticable to the 
islanders has undergone alteration to bring it within the scope 
of their familiar range of sounds or has been rejected for some 
facile synonym.” Thus, according to him, the conjunction if 
could not be used on account of the /, and that is the reason 
for the constant use of suppose {s’pose, pose, posum s’pose 
him)—but it may be allowable to doubt this, for as a matter of 
fact / occurs vescj frequently in the language—for instance, in the 
well-worn words fellow and finish. Suppose probably is pre¬ 
ferred to if because it is fuller in form and lo: i abstract, and there¬ 
fore easier to handle, while the islanders have many occasions 
to hear it in other combinations than thcrae in which it is an 
equivalent of the oonjunotion. 



SOUNDS 


921 


f8] 

Landtuian says that with the exception of a few sounds 
(j, ch, and as in nothing) the Kiwai Papuans have little diffi¬ 
culty in pronouncing English words. 

Sohuchardt gives a little more information about pronunci¬ 
ation, and instances esterrong = strong, esseppoon »= spoon, essauce- 
pen = saticepan, pdlate = plate, coverra = cover, millit = milk, 
bock-kiss = box (in Churchill bokus, bokkis) as mutilations due 
to the native speech habits. He also gives the following letter 
from a native of the New Hebrides, communicated to him by 
R. H. Codrington; it shows many sound substitutions: 

Misi Kamesi Arelu Jou no kamu ruki mi Mi no ruH ion Jou 
rukn Mai Poti i ko Mae tete Vakaromala mi raiki i tiripi Ansi 
parogi ion i rukauti Mai Poti mi nomoa kaikai mi angikde nan 
Poti mani Mae i kivi ion Jam a Vari koti ion kivi tamu te pako 
paraogi mi i penesi nomoa te Pako. 

Oloraiti Ta, Mataso. 

This means as mueh as: 

Mr. Comins, (How) are you ? You no come look me; me 
no look you ; you look my boat he go Mae to-day. Vakaromala 
me like he sleep house belong you, he look out my boat, me no 
more kaikai, me hungry now, boat man Mae he give you yam 
very good, you give some tobacco belong (here = to) me, he 
finish, no more tobacco. 

All right Ta, Mataso. 

There are evidently many degrees of approximation to the 
true English sounds. 

This letter also shows the characteristic tendency to add a 
vowel, generally a short i, to words ending in consonants. This 
is old, for I find in Defoe’s Farther Adveniures of Robinson Crusoe 
(1719, p. 211): “ All those natives, as also those of Africa, when 
they learn English, they always add two E’s at the end of the 
words where we use one, and make the accent upon them, as 
makes, takes and the like.” (Note the un-phonetic expressions 1) 
Landtman, besides this addition, as in belortgey, also mentions 
a more enigmatic one of lo to words ending in vowels, as clylo for 
‘cry* (of. below on Pidgin). 

Xn.~§ 4. Pidgin. 

I now turn to Pidgin-English. As is well known, this is the 
name of the jargon which is very extensively used in China, and 
to some extent also in Japan and California, as a means of com¬ 
munication between English-speaking people and the yellow 
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population. The name is derived from the Chinese distortion 
of the Engl, word business. Unfortunately, the sources available 
for Pidgin-English as actually spoken in the East nowadays are 
neither so full nor so exact as those for Beach-la-mar, and the 
following sketch, therefore, is not quite satisfactory.^ 

Fidgin-Engli^ must have developed pretty soon after the 
first beginning of commercial relations between the English and 
Chinese. In EtiqI. Stvdien, 44. 298, Prick van Wely has printed 
some passages of C P. Noble’s Voyage to the East Indies in 1747 
and 1748, in which the Chinese are represented as talking to the 
writer in a ‘‘broken and mixed dialect of English and Portu¬ 
guese,” the specimens given corresponding pretty closely to the 
Pidgin of our own days. Thus, he no cari Chinaman's Joss, hap 
oter Joss, which is rendered, ‘ that man does not worship our 
god, but has another god '; the Chinese are said to be unable to 
pronounce r and to use the word chin-chin for compliments and 
pickenini for ‘ small.* 

The latter word seems now extinct in Pidgin proper, though 
we have met it in Beach-la-mar, but Joss is still very frequent 
in Pidgin: it is from Portuguese Dens, Deos (or Span. Dios ): 
Joss-house is a temple or church. Joss-pidgin religion. Joss-pidgin 
man a clergyman, topside Joss-pidgin man a bishop. Chin-chin, 
according to the same source, is from Chinese ts'ing-ts'ing, 
Pekingese ch'ing-ch'ing, a term of salutation answering to ‘ thank 
you, adieu,’ but the English have extended its sphere of appli¬ 
cation very considerably, using it as a noun meaning ‘saluta¬ 
tion, compliment,’ and as a verb meaning ‘‘ to worship (by bow¬ 
ing and striking the chin), to reverence, adore, implore, to 
deprecate anger, to wish one something, invite, ask ” (Leland). 
The explanation given here within parentheses shows how the 
Chinese word has been interpreted by popular etymology, and 
no doubt it owes its extensive use partly to its sound, which has 
taken the popular fancy. Chin-cMn joss means religious worship 
of any kind. 

Simpson says; ‘‘Many of the words in use are of unknown 
origin. In a number of cases the English suppose them to be 

* Thera are many epMimens in Charles Q. Leland, Pidgin-Bnglish Sing- 
Song, or Songs and Stories in the China-EngUsh Dialect, with a Vocabulary 
(6th ed., London, 1900), but they make the impression of being artificiidly 
made-up to amuse the readers, and oontain a much larger proportion of 
Chinese words than the rest of my sources would warrant. BesioM various 
articles in newspapers I have usra W. Simpson, ** China’s Future Place in 
Philolt^gr ” (Macmillan's Magazine, November 1873) and Dr. Legge’s article 
"Pigeon English" in Chambers's Eneyelopcedia, 1901 (av. Cluna). The 
elii 4 >tera devoted to Pidgin in Karl Lentzner’s DirAionary oj the Slang- 
English of Australia and of some Mixed Languages (Halle, 1892) give little else 
but who l ssals reprints of passages from some of the souress mentioned abova 
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Chinese, while the Chinese, on the other hand, take them to bo 
English.” Some of these, however, admit now of explanation, 
and not a few of them point to India, where the English have 
learnt them and brought them further East. Thus chit, chitty, 
* a letter, an account,’ is Hindustani diitpii ; godovm ‘ ware¬ 
house ’ is an English popular interpretation of Malay gadcmg, 
from Tamil Chovochow seems to be real Chinese and to 

mean * mixed preserves,’ but in Kdgin it has acquired the wider 
signification of ‘food, meal, to eat,’ besides having various other 
applications: a chowchow cargo is an assorted cargo, a ‘ general 
shop ’ is a chowchow shop. Cumshaw ‘ a present ’ is Chinese. 
But tiffin, which is used all over the East for ‘ lunch,’ is really 
an English word, properly tiffing, from the slang verb to tiff, to 
drink, esp. to drink out of meal-times. In India it was applied 
to the meal, and then reintroduced into England and believed 
to be a native Indian word. 

Zn.—S 5. Grammar, etc. 

Among points not found in Beach-la-mar I shall mention 
the extensive use of piecee, which in accordance with Cliinese 
grammar is required between a numeral and the norm indicating 
what is counted; thus in a Chinaman’s description of a three- 
masted screw steamer with two funnels: ‘‘ Tblee piecee bam¬ 
boo, two piecee puff-pufiF, walk-along inside, no can see ” (walk- 
along =3 the engine). Side means any locality: he belongey 
China-side now (he is in China), topside above, or high, bottom- 
side below, farside beyond, this-side here, aUo-side around. In 
a similar way time (pronounced tim or teem) is used in that-tim 
then, when, what-tim when 1 one-tim once, only, two-tim twice, 
again, nother-tim again. 

In one respect the Chinese sound S 3 !stem is accountable for 
a deviation from Bcach-la-mar, namely in the substitution 
of I for r; loom, all light for ‘room, all right,’ etc., while the 
islanders often made the inverse change. But the tendency to 
add a vowel after a final consonant is the same: makee, too 
muchee, etc. The enigmatic termination lo, which Landtman found 
in some words in New Guinea, is also added to some words ending 
in vowel sounds in Kdgin, according to Leland, who instances 
die-lo, die; in his texts I find the additional examples buy-lo, say-lo, 
pay~lo, hear-lo, besides wailo, or loylo, which is probably from oimy; 
it means ‘ go away, away with you 1 go, depart, gone.’ Can it 
be the Chinese «ign of the past tense la, loo, generalized 1 

Amo n g expressions must be mentioned number one 

{numpa one) * first-class, excellent,* catches ‘ get, possess, hold. 
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bring,' etc., plopet (plopa) ‘proper, good, nice, correct*? you 
bdong ploper f ‘ are you well t * 

Another word which was not in use among the South Sea 
islanders, namely have, in the form hab or hap is often used m 
Pidgin, even to form the perfect. Belong {belongy) is nearly 
as frequent as in Beach-la-mar, but is used in a different way: 

. * My belongy Consoo boy,’ ‘ I am the Consul’s servant.* ‘ You 
belong clever inside,’ ‘you are intelligent.’ The usual way of 
asking the price of something is * how much belong t * 

xn.—§ 6. General Theory. 

langos of the same t 3 rpe as Beach-la-mar and Pidgin-English 
are found in other parts of the world where whites and natives 
meet and have to find some medium of communication. Thus 
a Danish doctor living in Belgian Congo sends me a few speci¬ 
mens of the ‘ Pidgin ’ spoken there: to indicate that his master 
has received many letters from home, the ‘ boy ’ will say, 
“ Massa catch plenty mammy-book ” mammy meaning ‘ woman, 
wife ’). Breeze stands for air in general; if the boy wants to 
say that he has pumped up the bicycle tyres, he will say, 
“ Plenty breeze live for inside,” live being here the general term 
for * to be ’ (Beach-1, lock ); * is your master in I ’ becomes 
‘ Massa live ? ’ and the answer is ‘ he no live ’ or ‘ he live for 
hup ’ (i.e. he is upstairs). If a man has a stomach-ache he will 
say ‘ he hurt me for belly plenty too much ’— loo much is thus 
used exactly as in Beach-la-mar and Chinese Pidgin. The 
similarity of all these jargons, in spite of unavoidable smaller 
differences, is in fact very striking indeed. 

It may be time now to draw the moral of all this. And first 
I want to point out that these languages are not ‘mixed 
languages ’ in the proper sense of that term. Churchill is not 
right when he says that Beach-la-mar ‘‘gathered material from 
every source, it fused them all.” As a matter of fact, it is 
English, and nothing but English, with very few admixtures, 
and all of these are such words as had previously been 
adopted into the English speech of those classes of the popu¬ 
lation, sailors, etc., with whom the natives came into contact: 
they were therefore justified in their belief that these words 
formed part of the English tongue and that what they learned 
themselves was real English. The natives really a^ere to 
Windisoh’s rule about the adoption of loan-words (above, XI § 10). 
If there ore more Chinese words in Pidgin than there are Poly¬ 
nesian ones in Beaoh-la-mar, this is a natural consequence 
of the fact that the Chinese civilization ranked incomparably 
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much higher than the Polynesian, and that therefore the 
English living in China would adopt these words into their own 
speech. Still, their number is not very large. And we have 
seen that there are some words which the Easterners must 
naturally suppose to be English, while the English think that 
they belong to the vernacular, and in using them each party 
is thus under the delusion that he is rendering a service to the 
other. 

This leads mo to my second point: those deviations from 
correct English, those corruptions of pronunciation and those 
simplifications of grammar, which have formed the object of 
this short sketch, ore due just as much to the English as to the 
Easterners, and in many points they began with the former 
rather than with the latter (cf. Schuchardt, Auf anlaas dea 
Volapilka, 1888, 8; KS 4. 35, SID 36; ESt 16. 292). From 
Schuchardt I take the following quotation : “ The usual question 
on reaching the portico of an Indian bungalow is. Can misatis see f 
—^it being a popular superstition amongst the Europeans that 
to enable a native to understand English he must he addressed 
as if he were deaf, and in the most infantile language.” This 
tendency to meet the ‘ inferior races ’ half-way in order to facili¬ 
tate matters for them is by Churchill called “ the one supreme 
axiom of international philology: the proper way to make a 
foreigner understand what you would say is to use broken 
English. He speaks it himself, therefore give him what he uses.” 
We recognize here the same mistaken notion that we have seen 
above in the language of the nursery, where mothers and others 
will talk a curious sort of mangled l^glish which is believed to 
represent real babytalk, though it has many traits which ore 
purely conventional. In both cases these more or less artificial 
perversions are thought to be an aid to those who have not yet 
mastered the intricacies of the language in question, though the 
ultimate result is at best a retardation of the perfect acquisition 
of correct speech. 

My view, then, is that Beach-la-mar as well as Pidgin is 
English, only English learnt imperfectly, in consequence partly 
of the difficulties always inherent in learning a totally different 
language, partly of the obstacles put in the way of learning by 
the linguistic behaviour of the English-speaking people them¬ 
selves. The analogy of its imperfections with those of a baby’s 
speech in the first period is striking, and includes errora of pro¬ 
nunciation, extreme simplification of grammar, scantiness of 
vocabulary, even to such peculiarities as that the word too is 
apprehended in the sense of ‘ very much,’ and such phrases as 
you better go^ etc. 


15 
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xn.—S 7* Mauntins Creole. 

The view here advanced on the character of these * Pidgin ’ 
languages is corroborated when we see that other languages under 
similar circumstances have been treated in exactly the same way 
as English. With regard to French in the island of Mauritius, 
formerly He de France, we are fortunate in possessing an ex¬ 
cellent treatment of the subject by M. 0. Baisaac {Mude mr le 
Patois Criole Mauricim, Nancy, 1880; cf. the same writer’s Le 
Folk-lore de Vlh-Maurice, Paris, 1888, Les litt^ratures populaires, 
tome xxvii). The island was uninhabited when the French 
occupied it in 1716; a great many slaves were im|)orted from 
Madagascar, and as a means of intercourse between them and 
their French masters a French Creole language sprang up, which 
has survived the English conquest (1810) and the subsequent 
wholesale introduction of coolies from India and elsewhere. The 
paramount element in the vocabulary is French; one may read 
many pages in Baissac’s texts without coming across any foreign 
words, apart from the names of some indigenous animals and 
plants. In the phonetic structure there are a few all-pervading 
traits: the front-round vowels are replaced by the corresponding 
unrounded vowels or in a few cases by [u], and instead of [/, 5 ] 
we find [s, z]; thus iri heureux, ine pUme une plume, sakine 
ohaoun(e), zize juge, zunu genou, suval cheval: I replace Baissac’s 
notation, which is modelled on the French spelling, by a more 
phonetic one according to his 01 m indications; but I keep his 
final e miiet. 

The grammar of this language is as simple as possible. Sub¬ 
stantives have the same form for the two numl^rs: d& suval 
deux chevaux. There is no definite article. The adjective is 
invariable, thus also sa for ce, cet, cette, ces, ceci, cela, celui, 
celle, ceux, celles. Mo before a verb is ‘ I,’ before a substantive 
it is possessive: mo koni I know, mo lakaze my house; in the 
aa-nift way to is you and your, but in the third person a dis¬ 
tinction is made, for li is he or she, but his or her is so, and 
here we have even a plural, zavte from ‘ les autres,’ which form 
is also used as a plural of the second person : mo va aUe av zaut, 
I shall go with you. 

The genitive is expressed by word-order without any pre¬ 
position : lakase so papa his father’s house; also with so before the 
nominative : so pUi ppa Azor old Azor’s child. 

The form in which the French words have been taken over 
presents some curious features, and in some oases illustrates the 
difficulty the blacks felt in separating the words which they 
heard in the French utterance as one continuous stream of 
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sounds. There is evidently a disinclination to begin a word with 
a vowel, and sometimes an initial vowel is left out, as bitation 
habitation, tranzi Stranger, but in other oases z is taken from 
the French plural article : zozo oiseau, ziatoire, zenfan, zimaze 
image, zalfan ^l^phant, zanimo animal, or n from the French 
indefinite article : name ghost, Tuibi (or zabi) habit. In many 
cases the whole French article is taken as an integral part of the 
word, as Urat rat, Uroi, licien ohien, latabe table, Ure heure (often 
as a conjunction ‘ when ’); thus also with the plural article 
lizii from lea ye/ax, but without the plural signification: ine 
lizii an eye. Similarly ine lazoie a goose. Words that are often 
used in French with the so-called partitive article keep this; thus 
disel salt, divin wine, duri rice, ine dipin a loaf; here also we 
meet with one word from the French plural: ine dizif an egg, 
from dea oeufa. The French mass-word with the partitive article 
du monde has become dimunde or dumune, and as it means 
* people * and no distinction is made between plural and singular, 
it is used also for * person': ine vii dimunde an old man. 

Verbs have only one form, generally from the French infi¬ 
nitive or past participle, which in most cases would fall together 
{manzi = manger, mang4 ; kuri — courir, couru); this serves 
for all persons in both numbers and all moods. But tenses are 
indicated by means of auxiliary words: va for the future, ti 
(from iti) for the ordinary past, and fine for the perfect: mo 
manzi I cat, mo va manzi I shall eat, mo ti manzi I ate, mo 
fine manzi I have eaten, mo fine fini I have finished. Further, 
there is a curious use of apri to express what in English are called 
the progressive or expanded tenses : mo apri manzi I am eating, 
mo ti apri manzi I was eating, and of pour to express the imme¬ 
diate future : mo pour manzi I am going to eat, and finally an 
immediate past may be expressed by fik: mo fik manzi I have 
just been eating (je ne fais que do manger). As these may be 
combined in various ways (mo va fine manzi I shall have eaten, 
even mo U va fik manzi I should have eaten a moment ago, etc.), 
the language has really succeeded in building up a very fine and 
rich verbal system with the simplest possible means and with 
perfect regularity. 

The French separate negatives have been combined into one word 
each: napa not (there is not), narien nothing, and similarly nik only. 

In many oases the same form is used for a substantive or 
adjective and for a verb: mo aoif, mo faim I am thirsty and 
hungry; li wntmt ao madame he is fond of his wife. 

C6te (or d c6te) is a preposition ‘ by the side of, near,’ but 
also iTiftitnii ‘ where *: la eaae dcote li reati ‘ the house in which he 
lives ’; of. Pidgin aide. 
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In all this, as will easily be seen, there is very little French 
grammar; this will be especially evident when we compare the 
French verbal system with ito many intricacies: difference 
according to person, number, tense and mood with their endings, 
changes of root-vowels and stress-place, etc., with the un¬ 
changed verbal root and the invariable auxiliary syllables of 
the Oreole. But there is really as little in the Creole dialect of 
Malagasy grammar, as I have ascertained by looking through 
G. W. Parker’s Grammar (London, 1883): both nations in form¬ 
ing this means of communication have, as it were, stripped them¬ 
selves of all their previous grammatical habits and have spoken 
as if their minds were just as innocent of grammar as those of 
very small babies, whether French or Malagasy. Thus, and 
thus only, can it bo explained that the grammar of this variety 
of French is for all practical purposes identical with the grammar 
of those two varieties of English which we have previously ex¬ 
amined in this chapter 

No one can read Baissac’s collection of folk-tales from 
Mauritius without being often struck with the felicity and even 
force of this language, in spite of its inevitable naiveli and of the 
childlike simplicity of its constructions. If it were left to itself 
it might develop into a really fine idiom without abandoning 
any of its characteristic traits. But as it is, it seems to be con¬ 
stantly changing through the influence of real French, which is 
more and more taught to and imitated by the islanders, and the 
day may come when most of the features described in this rapid 
sketch will have given place to something which is less original, 
but will be more readily understood by Parisian globe-trotters 
who may happen to visit the distant island. 

xn.— § 8. Chinook Jargon. 

The view here advanced may be further put to the test if 
we examine a totally different language developed in another 
part of the world, viz. in Oregon. I give its history in an 
abridged form from Hale.' When the first British and American 
trading ships appeared on the north-west coast of America, towards 
the end of the eighteenth century, they found a great number of 
distinct languages, the Nootka, Nisqually, Chinook. Chihailish and 

* See An International Idiom. A Manual of the Oregon Trade language. 
Of Chinook Jargon, by Horatio Hnie (London, 1890). Besidea this I have 
used a Vocabulary of the Jargon or Trade Language of Oregon [by Lionnet] 
published by the Smithsonian Institution (1853), and George Gibbs, A 
Dictionary of the Chinook Jargon (Smithsonian Inst., 1863). Lionnet spells 
the words according to the French fashion, while Gibbs and Halo spell them 
in the Bn gHah way. I have given them with the continental values of the 
vowels in accordance with the indications in Hale’s glossary. 
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others, all of them harsh in pronunciation, complex in structure, 
and each spoken over a very limited space. The traders learnt 
a few Nootka words and the Indians a few English words. 
Afterwards the traders began to frequent the Columbia River, 
and naturally attempted to communicate with the natives there 
by means of the words which they had found intelligible at 
Nootka. The Chinooks soon acquired these words, both Nootka 
and English. When later the white traders made permanent 
establishments in Oregon, a real language was required ; and 
it was formed by drawing upon the Chinook for such words as 
were requisite, numerals, pronouns, and some adverbs and other 
words. Thus enriched, ‘ the Jargon,’ as it now began to be 
styled, became of great service as a means of general intercourse. 
Now, French Canadians in the service of the fur companies were 
brought more closely into contact with the Indians, hunted with 
them, and lived with them on terms of familiarity. The con¬ 
sequence was that several French words were added to the slender 
stock of the Jargon, including the names of various articles of 
food and clothing, implements, several names of the parts of the 
body, and the verbs to run, sing and dance, also one conjunction, 
puis, reduced to pi. 

“ The origin of some of the words is rather whimsical. The 
Americans, British and French are distinguished by the terms 
Boston, Kinciwtsh (ICing George), and pasaiuks, which is presumed 
to be the word Frangais (as neither /, r nor the nasal n can be 
pronounced by the Indians) with the Cliinook plural termination 
ulcs added. . . . ‘ Foolish ’ is expressed by pdton or pillon, derived 
from the name of a deranged person, one Archibald Pelton, whom 
the Indians saw at Astoria; his strange appearance and actions 
made such an impression upon them, that thenceforward anyone 
behaving in an absurd or irrational manner ” was termed pdton. 

The phonetic structure is very simple, and contains no sound 
OP combination that is not easy to Englishmen and Frenchmen 
as well as to Indians of at least a dozen tribes. The numerous 
harsh Indian velars either disappear entirely or are softened to h 
and k. On the other hand, the d, /, f, v, z of the English and 
French become in the mouth of a Chinook t, p, I, w, s. Examples: 

Chinook: (hliakso yakso 

etsghot ilshui 

tkalaitanam kalaitan 
ntshaika nesaika 

mshaika mesaika 

ihlaitshka klaska (tlaska) 
tlehlon Idon (tlun) 


hair 

black bear 

arrow, shot, bullet 

we 

we 

they 

three 
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Ea/flish : JiandiercAte/ hakatshum (kenkeahim) handkerchief 


French 


cry 

klai, kalai (kai) 

cry, mourn 

fire 

paia 

fire, cook, ripe 

dry 

tlai, ddai 

dry 

courir 

kvli 

run 

la bowhe 

labua {labuah) 

mouth 

le mouton 

lemtUo 

sheep 


The forms in parentheses are those of the French glossary 
{ 1883 )* 

It will be noticed that many of the French words have the 
definite article affixed (a trait noticed in many words in the 
French Creole dialect of Mauritius). More than half of the words 
in Hale’s glossary beginning with I have this origin, thus hbutai 
bottle, lakha cross, Zantte an old woman (la vieille), lapusJiet fork 
(la fourchette), latld noise (faire du train), lidH finger, lejavh (or 
diaub, yaub) devil (le diable), litna hand, liplit missionary (le 
prdtre), litd tooth. The plural article is found in lisdp egg (les 
(Bufs)--the same word in which Mauritius French has also 
adopted the plural form. 

Some of the meanings of English words are rather curious; 
thus, kol besides ‘ cold ’ means ‘ winter,’ and as the years, as ■with 
the old Scandinavians, are reckoned by winters, n-ls » * year.’ 
Sun (son) besides ‘ sun ’ also means ‘ day.’ Spoa (often pro- 
noimced poa), as in Beach-la-mar, is a common conjunction, ‘if, 
when.’ 

The grammar is extremely simple. Nouns are invariable; 
the plural generally is not distinguished from the singular; 
sometimes haiu (uyo) ‘ much, many ’ is added by way of em¬ 
phasis. The genitive is shown by position only : kahta nem 
maika papa ? (lit., what name thou father) what is the name of 
your father ? The adjective precedes the noun, and com¬ 
parison is indicated by periphrasis. * I am stronger than thou * 
would be weke maika akukum kakkwa naika, lit. ‘not thou 
strong as I.’ The superlative is indicated by the adverb haida 
‘ great, very *: haida oliman okuk kanim, that canoe is the 
oldest, lit., very old that canoe, or (according to Gibbs) by clip 
‘ first, before ’: dip khah ‘ best.’ 

The numerals and pronouns are from the Chinook, but the 
latter, at any rate, are very much simplified. Thus the pronoun 
for ‘ we ’ is neaaika, from Chinook ntahaika, which is the ex¬ 
clusive form, meaning ‘ we here,’ not including the person or 
persons addressed. 

Like the nouns, the verbs have only one form, the tense being 
left to bo inferred from the context, or, if strictly necessary. 
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It will be noticed that many of the French words have the 
definite article affixed (a trait noticed in many words in the 
French Creole dialect of Mauritius). More than half of the words 
in Hale’s glossary beginning with I have this origin, thus hbutai 
bottle, lakha cross, Zantte an old woman (la vieille), lapusJiet fork 
(la fourchette), latld noise (faire du train), lidH finger, lejavh (or 
diaub, yaub) devil (le diable), litna hand, liplit missionary (le 
prdtre), litd tooth. The plural article is found in lisdp egg (les 
(Bufs)--the same word in which Mauritius French has also 
adopted the plural form. 

Some of the meanings of English words are rather curious; 
thus, kol besides ‘ cold ’ means ‘ winter,’ and as the years, as ■with 
the old Scandinavians, are reckoned by winters, n-ls » * year.’ 
Sun (son) besides ‘ sun ’ also means ‘ day.’ Spoa (often pro- 
noimced poa), as in Beach-la-mar, is a common conjunction, ‘if, 
when.’ 

The grammar is extremely simple. Nouns are invariable; 
the plural generally is not distinguished from the singular; 
sometimes haiu (uyo) ‘ much, many ’ is added by way of em¬ 
phasis. The genitive is shown by position only : kahta nem 
maika papa ? (lit., what name thou father) what is the name of 
your father ? The adjective precedes the noun, and com¬ 
parison is indicated by periphrasis. * I am stronger than thou * 
would be weke maika akukum kakkwa naika, lit. ‘not thou 
strong as I.’ The superlative is indicated by the adverb haida 
‘ great, very *: haida oliman okuk kanim, that canoe is the 
oldest, lit., very old that canoe, or (according to Gibbs) by clip 
‘ first, before ’: dip khah ‘ best.’ 

The numerals and pronouns are from the Chinook, but the 
latter, at any rate, are very much simplified. Thus the pronoun 
for ‘ we ’ is neaaika, from Chinook ntahaika, which is the ex¬ 
clusive form, meaning ‘ we here,’ not including the person or 
persons addressed. 

Like the nouns, the verbs have only one form, the tense being 
left to bo inferred from the context, or, if strictly necessary. 
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arguments and its appeals," only 97 different words were re¬ 
quired, and not a single grammatical inflexion. Of these words, 
65 were from Amerindian languages (46 Chinook, 17 Nootka, 

2 Salish), 23 English and 7 French. 

It is very instructive to go through the texts given by Hale 
and to compare them with the real Chinook text analysed in 
Boas’s Handbook of American Indian Languages (Washington, 
1911, p. 666 ff.): the contrast could not be stronger between 
simplicity carried to the extreme point, on the one hand, and 
an infinite complexity and intricacy on the other. But though 
it must be admitted that astonishingly much can be expressed 
in the Jargon by its very simple and few means, a European 
mind, while bewildered in the entangled jumble of the Chinook 
language, cannot help missing a great many nuances in the 
Jargon, where thoughts are reduced to their simplest formula 
and where everything is left out that is not strictly necessary 
to the least exacting minds. 

xn.—§ 10. Hakeshift Languages. 

To sum up, this Oregon trade language is to be classed 
together with Beach-la-mar and Pidgin-English, not perhaps 
as ‘ bastard ’ or ‘ mongrel ’ languages—such expressions taken 
from biology always convey the wrong impression that a 
language is an * organism ’ and had therefore better be avoided— 
but rather as makeshift languages or minimum languages, 
means of expression which do not serve all the purposes of 
ordinary languages, but may be used as substitutes where fuller 
and better ones are not available. 

The analogy between this Jargon and the makeshift languages 
of the East is closer than might perhaps appear at first blush, 
only we must make it clear to ourselves that English is in the 
two cases placed in exactly the inverse position. Pidgin and 
Beach-la-mar are essentially English learnt imperfectly by the 
Easterners, the Oregon Jargon is essentially Chinook learnt im¬ 
perfectly by the English. Just as in the East the English not only 
suffered but also abetted the yellows in their corruption of the 
English language, so also the Amerindians met the English 
half-way through simplifying their own speech. If in Polynesia 
and China the makeshift language came to contain some Poly¬ 
nesian and Chinese words, they were those which the English 
themselves had borrowed into their own language and which 
the yellows therefore must think formed a legitimate part of 
the language they wanted to speak; and in the same way the 
American Jargon contains such words from the European 
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languages as bad been previously adopted by the reds. If the 
Jargon embraces so many French terms for the various parts 
of the body, one concomitant reason probably is that these 
names in the original Chinook language presented special diffi¬ 
cultly through being specialized and determined by possessive 
affixes (my foot, for instance, is lekxepa, thy foot tdmeps, its 
foot Maps, our (dual inclusive) feet tetxaps, your (dual) feet 
temtapa ; I simplify the notation in Boos s Handbook, p. 586), 
so that it was incomparably easier to take the French Upi and 
use it unchanged in all easy, no matter what the number, and 
no matter who the pyseyor was. The natives, who had learnt 
such words from the French, evidently used them to other 
whites under the impression that thereby they could make them- 
ylves more readily understood, and the British and American 
traders probably imagined them to be real Chinook; anyhow, 
their uy meant a substantial yonomy of mental exertion. 

The chief point I want to make, however, is with regard to 
grammar. In all these languages, both in the makeshift 
English and French of the East and in the makeshift Amerindian 
of the North-West, the grammatical structure has been simpli¬ 
fied very much beyond what we find in any of the languages 
involved in their making, and simplified to such an extent that 
it may be expressed in very few words, and thoy nearly the 
same in all they languages, the chief rule being common to them 
all, that substantives, adjectives and verbs remain always un¬ 
changed. The vocabularies are as the poles asunder—^in the East 
English and French, in America Chinook, etc.—but the morphology 
of all thye languages is practically identical, because in all of 
them it has reached the vanishing-point. This shows conclu¬ 
sively that the reason of this simplicity is not the Chinese sub¬ 
stratum or the influeny of Chinese grammar, as is so often 
believed. Pidgin-English cannot be described, as is often done, 
y English with Chinese pronunciation and Chinese grammar, 
becauy in that cay we should expect Beach-la-mar to be quite 
different from it, m the substratum there would be Melanesian, 
which in many ways differs from Chinese, and further we should 
expect the Mauritius Creole to be French with Malagasy pro¬ 
nunciation and Malagyy grammar, and on the other hand the 
Oregon trade language to be Chinook with English pronunciation 
and English grammar—but in none of these cays would this 
dycription tally with the obvious facts. We might just as well 
say that the spych of a two-year-old child in England is 
English with Chiney grammar, and that of the two-year-old 
French child is French modelled on Chiney grammar: the 
truth on the contrary, is that in all they symingly so different 
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oases the same mental factor is at work, namely, imperfect 
mastery of a language, which in its initial stage, in the child 
with its first language and in the grown-up with a second 
language learnt by imperfect methods, leads to a superficial 
knowledge of the most indispensable words, with total disregard 
of grammar.' Often, here and there, this is combined with a 
wish to express more than is possible with the means at hand, 
and thus generates tiie attempts to express the inexpressible by 
means of those more or less ingenious and more or less comical 
devices, with paraphrases and figurative or circuitous designa¬ 
tions, which we have seen first iu the chapters on children’s 
language and now again in Beach-la-mar and its congeners. 

Exactly the same characteristics are found again in the 
lingm geral Brazilica, which in large parts of Brazil serves as 
the means of communication between the whites and Indians 
or negroes and also between Indians of different tribes. It 
“ possesses neither declension nor conjugation ” and “ places 
words after one another without grammatical fiexion, with dis¬ 
regard of nuances in sentence structure, but in energetic brevity,'* 
it is " easy of pronunciation,” with many vowels and no hard con¬ 
sonant groups—in all these respects it differs considerably from the 
original Tupl, from which it has been evolved by the Europeans.^ 

Finally, I would point the contrast between these makeshift 
languages and slang: the former are an outcome of linguistic 
poverty; they are born of the necessity and the desire to make 
oneself understood where the ordmary idiom of the individual 
is of no use, while slang expressions are due to a linguistic exu¬ 
berance ; the individual creating them knows perfectly well the 
ordinary words for the idea he wants to express, but in youthful 
playfulness he is not content with what is everybody’s property, 
and thus consciously steps outside the routine of everyday 
language to produce something that is calculated to excite 
merriment or even admiration on the part of his hearers. The 
results in both oases may sometimes show related features, for 
some of the figurative expressions of Beach-la-mar recall certain 
slang words by their bold metaphors, but the motive force in 
the two kinds is totally different, and where a comic effect is 
produced, in one case it is intentional and in the other unintentional. 

xn.—§ 11. Romanic Languages. 

When Schuchardt began bis studies of the various Creole 
languages formed in many parts of the world where Europeans 

^ See Martias, tur Ethnogr. vnd Sprachenkunde Amerikaa (Leipzig, 
1867\, i. 864 fl. and ii 28 fl. 
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speaking various Romanic and other languages had come into 
contact with negroes, Polynesians and other races, it was with 
the avowed intention of throwing light on the origin of the 
Romanic languages from a contact between Latin and the Ian* 
guages previously spoken in the countries colonized by the 
Romans. We may now raise the question whether Beach-la- 
mar—to take that as a typical example of the kind of languages 
dealt with in this chapter—^is likely to develop into a language 
which to the English of Great Britain will stand in the same 
relation as French or Portuguese to Latin. The answer cannot 
be doubtful if we adhere tenaciously to the points of view already 
advanced. Development into a separate language would be 
imaginable only on condition of a complete, or a nearly com¬ 
plete, isolation from the language of England (and America)— 
and how should that bo efiPected nowadays, with our present 
means of transport and communication ? If such isolation were 
indeed possible, it would also result in the breaking off of com¬ 
munication between the various islands in which Beach-la-mar 
is now spoken, and that would probably entail the speedy ex¬ 
tinction of the language itself in favour of the Polynesian language 
of each separate island. On the contrary, what will probably 
happen is a development in the opposite direction, by which the 
English of the islanders will go on constantly improving so as to 
approach correct usage more and more in every respect: better 
pronunciation and syntax, more flexional forms and a less scanty 
vocabulary—^in short, the same development that has already 
to a large extent taken place in the English of the coloured popu¬ 
lation in the United States. But this means a gradual extinction 
of Beach-la-mar as a separate idiom through its complete absorp¬ 
tion in ordinary English (cf. above, p. 228, on conditions at 
Mauritius). 

Do these * makeshift languages,’ then, throw any light on 
the development of the Romanic languages ? They may be 
compared to the very first initial stage of the Latin language as 
spoken by the barbarians, many of whom may be supposed to 
have mutilated Latin in very much the same way as the Pacific 
islanders do English. But by and by they learnt Latin much 
better, and if now the Romanic languages have simplified the 
grammatical structure of Latin, this simplification is not to bo 
placed on the same footing as the formlessness of Beach-la-mar, 
for that is complete and has been achieved at one blow: the 
islanders have never (i.e. have not yet) learnt the English form- 
system. But the inhabitants of France, Spain, etc., did learn 
the Latin form s^^tem as well as the syntactic use of the forms. 
This is seen by the fact that when French and the other languages 
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began to be written down, there remained in them a large quantity 
of forms and syntactic applications that agree with Latin but 
have since then become extinct: in its oldest written form, 
therefore, French is very far from the amorphous condition of 
Beach-la-mar: in its nouns it had many survivals of the Latin 
case system (gen. pi. corresponding to -orum] an oblique case 
different from the nominative and formed in various ways ac¬ 
cording to the rules of Latin declensions), in the verbs we find an 
intricate system of tenses, moods and persons, based on the 
Latin flexions. It is true that these had been already to some 
degree simplified, but this must have happened in the same 
gradual way as the further simplification that goes on before 
our very eyes in the written documents of the following cen¬ 
turies : the distance from the first to the tenth century must have 
been bridged over in very much the same way as the distance 
between the tenth and the twentieth century. No cataclysm 
such as that through which English has become Beach-la-mar 
need on any account be invoked to explain the perfectly natural 
change from Latin to Old French and from Old French to 
Modern French. 
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Xni.-~$ 1. Women’s Languages. 

Titebe are tribes in which men and women are said to speak totally 
different languages, or at any rate distinct dialects. It will 
worth our while to look at the classical example of this, which is 
mentioned in a great many ethnographical and linguistic works, 
viz. the Caribs or Caribbeans of the Small Antilles. The first to 
mention their distinct sex dialects was the Dominican Breton, who, 
in his Dktionnaire Caraibe-franfak (1664), says that the Caribbean 
chief had exterminated all the natives except the women, who had 
retained part of their ancient language. This is repeated in many 
subsequent accounts, the fullest and, as it seems, most reliable 
of which is that by Rochefort, who spent a long time among the 
Caribbeans in the middle of the seventeenth century: see his 
Hisioirenaturelle et morale dea Ilea ArUiUea (2e dd., Rotterdam, 1665, 
p. 449 ff.). Here he says that “ the men have a great many expres¬ 
sions peculiar to them, which the women understand but never 
pronounce themselves. On the other hand, the women have words 
and phrases which the men never use, or they would be laughed 
to sconi. Thus it happens that in their conversations it often 
seemsasif the women had another language than the men. . . . The 
savage natives of Dominica say that the reason for this is that when 
the Caribs came to occupy the islands these were inhabited by 
an Arawak tribe which they exterminated completely, with the 
exception of the women, whom they married in order to populate 
the country. Now, these women kept their own language and taught 
it to their daughters. . . . But though the boys understand 
the speech of their mothers and sisters, they nevertheless follow 
their fathers and brothers and conform to their speech from the 
ago of five or six. ... It is asserted that there is some similarity 
between the speech of the continental Arawaks and that of the 
Garib women. But the Carib men and women on the continent 
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speak the same language, as they have never oorrupted their 
natural speech by marriage with strange women.” 

This evidently is the account which forms the basis of every¬ 
thing that has since been written on the subject. But it will be 
noticed that Rochefort does not really speak of the speech of the 
two sexes as totally distinct languages or dialects, as has often 
been maintained, but only of certain differences within the same 
language. If we go through the comparatively full and evidently 
careful glossary attached to his book, in which he denotes the 
words peculiar to the men by the letter H and those of the women 
by F, we shall see that it is only for about one-tenth of the vocabu¬ 
lary that such special words have been indicated to him, though the 
matter evidently interested him very much, so that he would make 
all possible efforts to elicit them from the natives. In his lists, 
words special to one or the other sex are foimd most frequently 
in the names of the various degrees of kinship; thus, * my father ’ 
in the speech of the men in youm&an, in that of the women nou- 
Muchili, though both in addressing him say bdha ; ‘ my grand¬ 
father ’ is it&movJou and ndrgouti respectively, and thus also for 
maternal uncle, son (elder son, younger son), brother-in-law, wife, 
mother, grandmother, daughter, cousin—all of these are different 
according as a man or a woman is speaking. It is the same with 
the names of some, though far from all, of the different parts of 
the body, and with some more or less isolated words, as friend, 
enemy, joy, work, war, house, garden, bed, poison, tree, sun, moon, 
sea, earth. This list comprises nearly every notion for which 
Rochefort indicates separate words, and it will be seen that there 
are innumerable ideas for which men and women use the same 
word. Further, we see that where there are differences these do 
not consist in small deviations, such as different prefixes or suffixes 
added to the same root, but in totally distinct roots. Another 
point is very important to my mind: judging by the instances 
in which plural forms are given in the lists, the words of the two 
sexes ore inflected in exactly the same way ; thus the grammar is 
common to both, from which we may infer that we have not 
really to do with two distinct languages in the proper sense of 
the word. 

Now, some light may probably be thrown on the problem of 
this women’s language from a custom mentioned in some of the 
old books written by travellers who have visited these islands. 
Rochefort himself (p. 497) very briefly says that “ the women do 
not eat till their husbands have finished ^eir meal,” and Lafitau 
(1724) says that women never eat in the company of their husbands 
and never mention them by name, but must wait upon them as 
their slaves; with this Lalmt agrees. 



TABU 


289 


f2] 


Xm.—§2. Tabu. 

The fact that a wife is not allowed to mention the name of 
her husband makes one think that we have here simply an in¬ 
stance of a custom found in various forms and in varying degrees 
throughout the world—what is called verbal tabu : under certain 
circumstances, at certain times, in certain places, the use of one or 
more definite words is interdicted, because it is superstitiously 
believed to entail certain evil consequences, such as exasperate 
demons and the like. In place of the forbidden words it is therefore 
necessary to use some kind of figurative paraphrase, to dig up an 
otherwise obsolete term, or to disguise the real word so as to render 
it more innocent. 

Now as a matter of fact we find that verbal tabu was a common 
practice with the old Caribs; when they were on the war-path 
they had a great number of mysterious words which women were 
never allowed to team and which even the young men might not 
pronounce before passing certain tests of bravery and patriotism ; 
these war-words are described as extraordinarily difiicult (“ un 
baragoin fort difficile,” Bochefort, p. 450). It is easy to see that 
when once a tribe has acquired the habit of using a whole set of 
terms under certain frequently recurring circumstances, while 
others are at the same time strictly interdicted, this may naturally 
lead to so many words being reserved exclusively for one of the 
sexes that an observer may be tempted to speak of separate 
‘ languages ’ for the two sexes. There is thus no occasion to believe 
in the story of a wholesale extermination of all male inhabitants 
by another tribe, though on the other hand it is easy to understand 
how such a myth may arise as an explanation of the linguistic 
difference between men and women, when it has become strong 
enough to attract attention and therefore has to be accounted for. 

In some parts of the world the connexion between a separate 
women’s language and tabu is indubitable. Thus among the 
Bantu people of Africa. With the Zulus a wife is not allowed to 
mention the name of her father-in-law and of his brothers, and if 
a similar word or even a similar syllable occurs in the ordinary 
language, she must substitute something else of a similar meaning. 
In the royal family the difficulty of understanding the women’s 
language is further increased by the woman’s being forbidden 
to mention the names of her husband, his father and grandfather 
as well as his brothers. If one of these names means something 
like “ the son of the bull,” each of these words has to be avoided, 
and all kinds of paraphrases have to be used. According to Kranz 
the interdiction holds good not only for meaning elements *of the 
name, but even for certain sounds entering into them; thus, if 
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the name conmins the sound z, amanzi ‘ water * has to be altered 
into amandabi. If a woman were to contravene this rule siie 
would be indicted for sorcery and put to death. The substitutes 
thus introduced tend to be adopted by others and to constitute a 
real women’s language. 

With the Chiquitos in Bolivia the difference between the grammars 
of the two sexes is rather curious (see V. Henry, “ Sur le parler 
des hommes et le parler des femmes dans la langue ohiquita,” Revue 
de UnguisHque, xii. 305, 1879). Some of Henry’s examples may 
be thus summarized : men indicate by the addition of -Hi that a 
male person is spoken about, while the women do not use this 
sufBx and thus make no distinction betw'een ‘ he ’ and ‘ she,’ * his ’ 
and ’ her.’ Thus in the men’s speech the following distinctions 
would be made: 

He went to his house : yeboiii H n-ipooalii. 

He went to her house : yebotii ti n-ipooa. 

She went to his house : yebo H n-ipooalii. 

But to express all these different meanings the women would have 
only one form, viz. 

yebo H n-ipooa, 

which in the men’s speech would mean only ‘ She went to her 
house.’ 

To many substantives the men prefix a vowel which the women 
do not employ, thus o-petaa ‘ turtle,’ u-tamokoa ‘ dog,’ i-pia ‘ wood.’ 
For some very important notions the sexes use distinct words; thus, 
for the names of kinship, * my father ’ is iyai and iSwpu, * my mother ’ 
ipaH and ipapa, ‘ my brother ’ taaruki and Uibauai respectively. 

Among the languages of (kdifomia, Yana, according to Dixon 
and Kroeber (The American ArUfiropologiat, n.s. 6. 15), is the 
only language that shows a difference in the words used by men 
and women—apart from terms of relationship, where a distinction 
according to the sex of the speaker is made among many Californian 
tribes as well as in other parts of the world, evidentiy “ because 
the relationship itself is to them different, as the sex is different.” 
But in Yana the distinction is a linguistic one, and curiously enough, 
the few specimens given all present a trait found already in the 
Chiquito forms, namely, that the fmms spoken by women are shorter 
than those of the men, which appear as extensioiDs, generally by 
sufBxed >(n)a, of the former. 

It is surely needless to multiply instances of these customs, which 
are found among many wild tribes; the curious reader may be 
referred to Lasoh, S. pp. 7-13, and H. Floss and M. Bartels, Daa IVeib 
in der Naiur und VSlierhwnde (9th ed., Lei|»ig, 1908). The latter 



TABU 


241 


§ 2 ] 

says that the Suaheli system is not carried through so as to replace 
the ordinary language, but the Suaheli have for every object which 
they do not care to mention by its real name a symbolic word under¬ 
stood by everybody concerned. In especial such symbols are used 
by women in their mysteries to denote obscene things. Tlie words 
chosen are either ordinary names for innocent things or else taken 
from the old language or other Bantu languages, mostly Kiziguha, 
for among the Waziguha secret rites play an enormous r61e. Bartels 
finally says that with us, too, women have separate names for 
ever^hing connected with sexual life, and he thinks that it is the 
same feeling of shame that underlies this custom and the inter¬ 
diction of pronouncing the names of male relatives. This, however, 
does not explain everything, and, as already indicated, superstition 
certainly has a large share in this as in other forms of verbal tabu. 
See on this the very full account in the third volume of Frazer’s 
Tht Oolden Bough. 

XHL—§8. Ck>mpeting Languages. 

A difference between the language spoken by men and that 
spoken by women is seen in many countries where two languages 
are struggling for supremacy in a peaceful way—thus without any 
question of one nation exterminating the other or the male part 
of it. Among German and Scandinavian immigrants in America 
the men mix much more with the English-speaking population, 
and therefore have better opportunities, and also more occasion, to 
learn English than their wives, who remain more within doors. 
It is exactly the same among the Basques, where the school, the 
military service and daily business relations contribute to the 
extinction of Basque in favour of French, and where these factors 
operate much more strongly on the male than on the female popula¬ 
tion : there are families in which the wife talks Basque, while 
the husband does not even understand Basque and does not allow 
his children to learn it (Bomecque et Mlihlen, Les PrownAu fran- 
gaiaes, 63). Vilhelm Thomsen informs me that the old Livonian 
: language, which is now nearly extinct, is kept up with the 
greatest fidelity by the women, while the men are abandoning it 
' lor Lettish. Albanian women, too, generally know only Albanian, 
\#ihile the men are more often bilingual. 

’ __ 

: xm.—$4. San^t Drama. 

There are very few traces of real sex dialects in our Aryan lan¬ 
guages, though we have the very curious rule in the old Indian 
drama that women talk Prakrit {prSkrta. the natural or vulgar 
language) while men have the privilege of talking Sanskrit (ram* 

16 



242 


THE WOMAN 


[CH. 3un 

thrta, tlie adorned language). The distinction, however, is not 
one of sex really, but of rai^, for Sanskrit is the language of gods, 
kings, princes, brahmans, ministers, chamberlains, dancing-masters 
and other men in superior positions and of a very few ^omen of 
special religious importance, while Prakrit is spoken bj men of an 
inferior class, like shopkeepers, law officers, aldermen, bathmen, 
fishermen and policemen, and by nearly all women. The difference 
between the two ‘ languages ' is one of degree only : they are two 
strata of the same language, one higher, more solemn, stiff and 
archaic, and another lower, more natural and familiar, and this easy, 
or perhaps we should say slipshod, style is the only one recognized 
for ordinary women. The difference may not be greater than that 
between the language of a judge and that of a costermonger in a 
modem novel, or between Juliet’s and her nurse’s expressions 
in Shakespeare, and if all women, even those we should call the 
‘ heroines ’ of the plays, use only the lower stratum of speech, the 
reason certainly is that the social position of women was so inferior 
that they ranked only with men of the lower orders and had no 
share in the higher culture which, with the refined language, was 
the privilege of a small class of selected men. 

ZnL—§6. Conservatism. 

As Prakrit is a ‘ younger ’ and ‘ wom-out ’ form of Sanskrit, 
the question here naturally arises: What is the general attitude 
of the two sexes to those changes that are constantly going on 
in languages 1 Can they be ascribed exclusively or predominantly 
to one of the sexes ? Or do both equally participate in them 1 
An answer that is very often given is that as a rule women are more 
conservative than men, and that they do nothing more than keep 
to the traditional language which they have learnt from their 
parents and hand on to their children, while innovations are due 
to the initiative of men. Thus Cicero in an often-quoted passage 
says that when he hears his mother-in-law Laelia, it is to him as 
if he heard Plautus or Naevius, for it is more natural for women to 
keep the old language uncorrupted, as they do not hear many 
people’s way of speaking and thus retain what they have first learnt 
(De oraiore, III. 45). This, however, does not hold good in every 
respect and in every people. The Prench engineer, Victor Renault, 
who lived for a long time among the Botocudos (in,Bouth America) 
and compiled vocabularies for two of their tribes, speaks of the 
ease with which he could make the savages who accompanied him 
invent new words for anything. “ One of them called out the 
word in a loud voice, as if seized by a sudden idea, and the others 
would repeat it amid laughter and excited shouts, and then it 
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was universally adopted. But the curious thing is that it was 
nearly always the women who busied themselves in inventing new 
words as well as in composing songs, dirges and rhetorical essays. 
The word-formations here alluded to are probably names of objects 
that the Botocudos had not known previously ... as for horse, 
hrainejoune, ‘ head-teeth ’; for ox, po-kekri, ‘ foot-cloven ’; for 
donkey, mgo-jonne-or6ne, ‘ beast with long ears.’ But well-known 
objects which have already got a name have often similar new 
denominations invented for them, which are then soon accepted by 
the family and community and spread more and more ” {v Mar¬ 
tins, Beitr. zur Ethnogr. u. Sprachenkunde Amerikas. 1867, i. 330). 

I may also quote what E. B. Edwards says in \nBmvdephoidtique 
de la langue japonaiae (Leipzig, 1903, p. 79): " In Prance and in 
England it might be said that women avoid neologisms and are 
careful not to go too far away from the written forms : in Southern 
England the sound written wh [ju] is scarcely ever pronounced 
except in girls’ schools. In Japan, on the contrary, women are 
less conservative than men, whether in pronunciation or in the 
selection of words and expressions. One of the chief reasons is 
that women have not to the same degree as men undergone the 
influence of the written language. As an example of the liberties 
which the women take may be mentioned that there is in the 
actual pronunciation of Tokyo a strong tendency to get rid of 
the sound {w), but the women go further in the word ataahi, which 
men pronounce watashi or uxitakshi, * I.’ Another tendency noticed 
in the language of Japanese women is pretty widely spread among 
French and English women, namely, the excessive use of intensive 
words and the exaggeration of stress and tone-accent to mark 
emphasis. Japanese women also make a much more frequent use 
than men of the prefixes of politeness o-, go- and mi-.” 

Xm.—§ 6. Phonetics and Grammar. 

In connexion with some of the phonetic changes which have 
profoundly modified the English sound system we have express 
statements by old grammarians that women had a more advanced 
pronunciation than men, and characteristically enough these 
statements refer to the raising of the vowels in the direction 
of [i]; thus in Sir Thomas Smith (1567), who uses expressions like 
“mulierculsB qusedam delicatiores, et nonnulli qui volunt isto 
modo videri loqui urbanius,” and in another place “ feeminae 
qusedam delicatiores,” further in Mulcaster (1582)^ and in Milton’s 

^ is the man’s diphthong, and soundeth full: e«, the woman's, 
and soundeth finish [i.e. fineisb] in the same both sense, and vse, a wonuxn 
w deifiHe, and feinteth soon, the man fainteth not byeatue he is nothing daintie." 
Thus what is now distinctive of refined as opposed to vulgar pronunciation 
was then charaoteristio of the fair sex 
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teacher, Alexander Gill (1621), who speaks about **noBtr8s Mopsss, 
quaa quidem ita omnia attenuant.” 

In France, about 1700, women were inclined to pronounce e 
instead of a; thus Alemand (1688) mentions Bamabi as “fa 9 on 
de prononcer m&le ” and Bernabi as the pronunciation of lea 
gens polls et d41icats . . . les dames surtout ”; and Grimarest (1712) 
speaks of “oes marohandes du Palais, qui au lieu de madame, 
bovievart, etc., prononcent medeme, bouUvert ” (Thurot i. 12 and 9). 

There is one change characteristic of many languages in which 
it seems as if women have played an important part even if they 
are not solely responsible for it: I refer to the weakening of the old 
fully trilled tongue-point r. I have elsewhere (Fonetik, p. 417 flf.) 
tried to show that this weakening, which results in various sounds 
and sometimes in a complete omission of the soimd in some positions, 
is in the main a consequence of, or at any rate favoured by, a 
change in social life: the old loud trilled point sound is natural and 
justified when life is chiefly carried on out-of-doors, but indoor 
life prefers, on the whole, less noisy speech habits, and the more 
refined this domestic life is, the more all kinds of noises and even 
speech sounds will be toned down. One of the results is that this 
original r sound, the rubadub in the orchestra of language, is no 
longer allowed to bombard the ears, but is softened down in various 
ways, as we see chiefly in the great cities and among the educated 
classes, while the rustic population in many countries keeps up 
the old sound with much greater conservatism. Now we find that 
women are not unfrequently mentioned in connexion with this 
reduction of the trilled r; thus in the sixteenth century in France 
there was a tendency to leave off the trilling and even to go further 
than to the present English untrilled point r by pronouncing [z] 
instead, but some of the old grammarians mention this pronuncia¬ 
tion as characteristic of women and a few men who imitate women 
(Erasmus: mulierculss Parisinse; Sylvius: muliercule... Parrhisina, 
et earum modo quidam parum viri; Pillot: Parisina muliercula 
. . . adeo delicatul® sunt, ut propers dicant pcae). In the ordinary 
language there are a few remnants of this tendency; thus, when 
by the side of the original chaire we now have also the form chaise, 
and It is worthy of note that the latter form is reserved for the 
everyday signification (Engl, chair, seat) as belonging more naturally 
to the speech of women, while chaire has the more special significa¬ 
tion of ‘ pulpit, professorial chair.’ Now the same tendency to 
substitute [z]—or after a voiceless sound [s]—for r is found in our 
own days among the ladies of Christiania, who will say gziulig 
for gruelig and fsygtelig iovjryglelig (Brekke, Bidrag til dansknorskens 
lydkere, 1881, p. 17 ; I have often heard the sound myself). And 
even in far-off Siberia we find that the Chuckohi women will say 
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nldzak or nizak for the male nirak ' two,’ zirka for rerka * walrus,' 
etc. (Nordqvist; see fuller quotations in my Fonetik, p. 431). 

In present-day English there are said to be a few differences 
in pronunciation between the two sexes ; thus, according to Daniel 
Jones, soft is pronoimced with a long vowel [so-ft] by men and with 
a short vowel [soft] by women; similarly [^eol] is said to be a 
special ladies’ pronunciation of girl, which men usually pronounce 
[go'l]; cf. also on wh above, p. 243. So far as I have been able to 
ascertain, the pronunciation [//uldron] for [t/ildron] children is 
much more frequent in women than in men. It may also be that 
women are more inclined to give to the word waialcoai the full 
long sound in both syllables, while men, who have occasion to 
use the word more frequently, tend to give it the historical form 
[weskot] (for the shortening compare breakfast). But even if such 
observations were multiplied—as probably they might easily be 
by an attentive observer—they would be only more or less isolated 
instances, without any deeper significance, and on the whole we 
must say that from the phonetic point of view there is scarcely 
any difference between the speech of men and that of women : the 
two sexes speak for all intents and purposes the same language. 

Xm.— § 7. Choice of Words. 

But when from the field of phonetics we come to that of vocabu¬ 
lary and style, we shall find a much greater number of differences, 
though they have received very little attention in linguistic works. 
A few have been mentioned by Greenough and Kittredge : “ The 
use of common in the sense of ‘ vulgar ’ is distinctly a feminine 
peculiarity. It would sound effeminate in the speech of a man. So, 
in a less degree, with person for ‘ woman,’ in contrast to * lady.’ 
Nice for ‘ fine ’ must have originated in the same way ” (W, p. 54). 

Others have told me that men will generally say ’ It’s very 
good of you,’ where women will say ‘It’s very kind of you.’ 
But such small details can hardly be said to be really characteristic 
of the two sexes. There is no doubt, however, that women in all 
countries are shy of mentioning certain parts of the human body 
and certain natural functions by the direct and often rude denomina¬ 
tions which men, and especially yoxmg men, prefer when among 
themselves. Women will therefore invent innocent and euphemistic 
words and paraphrases, which sometimes may in the long run come 
to be looked upon as the plain or blunt names, and therefore in theii 
turn have to be avoided and replaced by more decent words. 

In Pinero’s The Qay Lord Quex (p. 116) a lady discovers some 
French novels on the table of another lady, and says: '' This is 
a little—^h’m—^isn’t it I ’*—she does not even dare to say the word 
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‘indecent,* and has to express the idea in inarticulate language. 
The word naked* is paraphrased in the following description 
by a woman of the work of girls in ammunition works: “ They 
have to take off every stitch from their bodies in one room, and 
run in their infiocence and nothing else to another room where 
the special clothing is ** (Bennett, The Pretty Lady, 176). 

On the other hand, the old-fashioned prudery which prevented 
ladies from using such words as kgs and trousers (“ those manly 
garments which are rarely mentioned by name,*’ says Dickens, 
Dombey, 335) is now rightly looked upon as exaggerated and more 
or less comical (of. my GS § 247). 

There can be no doubt that women exercise a great and universal 
influence on linguistic development through their instinctive 
shrinking from coarse and gross expressions and their preference 
for refined and (in certain spheres) veiled and indirect expressions. 
In most cases that influence will be exercised privately and in the 
bosom of the family ; but there is one historical instance in which 
a group of women worked in that direction publicly and collectively; 
I refer to those French ladies who in the seventeenth century gathered 
in the Hdtel de Bambouillet and are generally known under the 
name of Pricieuses. They discussed questions of spelling and 
of purity of pronunciation and diction, and favoured all kinds 
of elegant paraphrases by which coarse and vulgar words might 
be avoided. In many ways this movement was the counterpart 
of the literary wave which about that time was inundating Europe 
under various names—Gongorism in Spain, Marinism in Italy, 
Euphuism in England; but the Pricieuses went further than their 
male confrires in desiring to influence everyday language. When, 
however, they used such expressions as, for ‘ nose,’ * the door of the 
brain,* for ‘ broom ’ ‘ the instrument of cleanness,’ and for ‘ shirt * 

‘ the constant companion of the dead and the living * (la com- 
pagne perpetuelle des morts et des vivants), and many others, their 
affectation called down on their heads a ripple of laughter, and 
their endeavours would now have been forgotten but for the im¬ 
mortal satire of Moliire in Les Pricieuses ridicules and Les Femmes 
savanies. But apart from such exaggerations the feminine point 
of view is unassailable, and there is reason to congratulate those 
nations, the English among them, in which the social position of 
women has been high enough to secure greater purity and freedom 
from coarseness in language than would have been the case if 
men had been the sole arbiters of speech. 

Among the things women object to in language must be specially 
mentioned anything that smacks of swearing^; where a man will 

* There are great differences with regard to swearing between different 
nations ; but T think lhat in those oountries and in those circles in which 
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Bay “ He told an infernal lie,” a women will rather say, “ He told 
a most dreadful fib.” Such euphemistic substitutes for the simple 
word ‘ hell ’as ‘the other place,’ ‘ a very hot ’ or ‘ a very uncom¬ 
fortable place ’ probably originated with women. They will also 
use ever to add emphasis to an interrogative pronoun, as in 
‘‘ Whoever told you that ? ” or “ Whatever do you mean 1 ” 
and avoid the stronger ‘ who the devil ’ or ‘ what the dickens.* 
For surprise we have the feminine exclamations ‘ Good gracious,’ 
‘ Gracious me,’ ‘ Goodness gracious,’ * Dear me ’ by the side of the 
more masculine ‘ Good heavens,’ ‘ Great Scott.’ ‘ To be sure ’ is said 
to be more frequent with women than with men. Such instances 
might be multiplied, but these may suffice here. It will easily be 
seen that we have here civilized counterparts of what was above 
mentioned as sexual tabu ; but it is worth noting that the interdic¬ 
tion in these cases is ordained by the women themselves, or perhaps 
rather by the older among them, while the young do not always 
willingly comply. 

Men will certainly with great Justice object that there is a danger 
of the language becoming languid and insipid if we are always to 
content ourselves with women’s expressions, and that vigour and 
vividness count for something. Most boys and many men have 
a dislike to some words merely because they feel that they are used 
by everybody and on every oceasion : they want to avoid what is 
commonplace and banal and to replace it by new and fresh ex¬ 
pressions, whose very newness imparts to them a flavour of their 
own. Men thus become the chief renovators of language, and 
to them are due those changes by which we sometimes see one 
term replace an older one, to give way in turn to a still newer one, and 
so on. Thus we see in English that the old verb weorpan, corre¬ 
sponding to G. tverfen, was felt as too weak and therefore supplanted 
by cast, which was taken from Scandinavian ; after some centuries 
cast was replaced by the stronger throw, and this now, in the parlance 
of boys especially, is giving way to stronger expressions like chtick 
and fling. The old verbs, or at any rate cast, may be retained in 
certain applications, more particularly in some fixed combinations 
and in figurative significations, but it is now hardly possible to say, 
as Shakespeare does, ‘‘They cast their caps up.” Many such 
innovations on their first appearance are counted as slang, and 
some never make their way into received speech; but I am not 
in this connexion concerned with the distinction between slang 

swearing is common it is found much more extensively among men than 
among women: this at any rate is true of Denmark. There is, however, a 
general social movement against swearing, and now there are many men 
who never swear. A friend writes to me: “The beat English men hardly 
swear at all. ... I imagine some of our fashionable women now swear as 
much as the men they consort with.” 
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and recognized language, except in so far as the inclination or 
disinclination to invent and to use slang b undoubtedly one of the 
“human secondary sexual characters.” Thb is not invalidated 
by the fact that quite recently, with the rise of the feminbt move¬ 
ment, many young ladies have begun to imitate their brothers in 
that as well as in other respects. 

SUL—$8. Vocabulary. 

This trait is indissolubly connected with another: the vocabulary 
of a woman as a rule is much less extensive than that of a man. 
Women move preferably in the central field of language, avoiding 
everything that is out of the way or bizarre, while men will often 
either coin new words or expressions or take up old-fashioned ones, 
if by that means they are enabled, or think they are enabled, to 
find a more adequate or precise expression for their thoughts. 
Woman as a rule follov^ the main road of language, where man is 
often inclined to turn aside into a narrow footpath or even to strike 
out a new path for himself. Most of those who are in the habit 
of reading books in foreign languages will have experienced a much 
greater average difiiculty in books written by male than by female 
authors, because they contain many more rare words, dialect words, 
technical terms, etc. Those who want to learn a foreign language 
will therefore always do well at the first stage to read many ladies’ 
novels, because they will there continually meet with just those 
everyday words and combinations which the foreigner is above 
all in need of, what may be termed the indispensable small-change 
of a language. 

This may be partly explicable from the education of women, 
which has up to quite recent times been less comprehensive and 
technical than that of men. But this does not account for every¬ 
thing, and certain experiments made by the American professor 
Jastrow would tend to show that we have here a trait that is inde¬ 
pendent of education. He asked twenty-five university students 
of each sex, belonging to the same class and thus in possession of 
the same preliminary training, to write down as rapidly as possible a 
hundred words, and to record the time. Words in sentences were 
not allowed. There were thus obtained 6,000 words, and of these 
many were of course the same. But the community of thought 
was greater in the women; while the men used 1,375 different 
words, their female class-mates used only 1,123. Of 1,266 unique 
words used, 29 -8 per cent, were male, only 20*8 per cent, female. 
The group into which the largest number of the men’s words fell 
was the animal kingdom; the group into which the largest number 
of the women’s words fell was wearing apparel and fabrics ; while 
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the men used only 63 words belonging to the class of foods, the 
women used 179. " In general the feminine traits revealed by 
this study are an attention to the immediate surroundings, to the 
finished product, to the ornamental, the individual, and the con¬ 
crete ; while the masculine preference is for the more remote, the 
constructive, the useful, the genera] and the abstract." (See 
Havelock Ellis, Man and Woman, 4th ed., London, 1904, 
p. 189.) 

Another point mentioned by Jastrow is the tendency to select 
words that rime and alliterative words; both these tendencies 
were decidedly more marked in men than in women. This shows 
what we may also notice in other ways, that men take gi'eater 
interest in words as such and in their acoustic properties, while 
women pay less attention to that side of words and merely take 
them as they are, as something given once for all. Thus it comes 
that some men- are confirmed punsters, while women are generally 
slow to see any point in a pun and scarcely ever perpetrate one 
themselves. Or, to get to something of greater value : the science 
of language has very few votaries among women, in spite of the 
fact that foreign languages, long before the reform of female educa¬ 
tion, belonged to those things which women learnt best in and out 
of schools, because, like music and embroidery, they were reckoned 
among the specially feminine ‘accomplishments.’ 

Woman is linguistically quicker than man: quicker to learn, 
quicker to hear, and quicker to answer. A man is slower: he 
hesitates, he chews the cud to make sure of the taste of words, and 
thereby comes to discover similarities with and differences from 
other words, both in sound and in sense, thus preparing himself 
for the appropriate use of the fittest noun or adjective. 


Xin.—§9. Adverbs. 

While there are a few adjectives, such as pretty and nice, that 
might be mentioned as used more extensively by women than by 
men, there are greater differences with regard to adverbs. Lord 
Chesterfield wrote (The World, December 6,1764): ** Not contented 
with enriching our language by words absolutely new, my fair 
countrywomen have gone still farther, and improved it by the 
application and extension of old ones to various and very different 
significations. They take a word and change it, like a guinea into 
shillings for pocket-money, to be employed in the several occasional 
purposes of the day. For instance, the adjective vast and its 
adverb vastly mean anything, and are the fashionable words of the 
most fashionable people. A fine woman ... is vastly obliged, or 
vasOy offended, vastly glad, or vastty sorry. Large objects are 
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vastly great, siZiall onea are vastly little; and I had lately the 
pleasure to hear a fine woman pronounce, by a happy metonymy, 
a very small gold snuff-box, that was produced in company, 
to be vastly pretty, because it was so vasUy little.*' Even if 
that particular adverb to which Lord Chesterfield objected has 
now to a great extent gone out of fashion, there is no doubt 
that he has here touched on a distinctive trait: the fondness of 
women for hyperbole will very often lead the fashion with regard 
to adverbs of intensity, and these are very often used with disregard 
of their proper meaning, as in German riesig klein, English awfully 
pretty, terribly nice, French rudemeni joli, affreusemeni dilicieux, 
Danish rcedsom tnorsom (horribly amusing), Russian strast* kakoy 
lovkiy (terribly able), etc. Quite, also, in the sense of * very,* as 
in * she was quite charming; it makes me quite angry,’ is, accord¬ 
ing to Fitzedward Hall, due to the ladies. And I suspect that jtut 
sweet (as in Barrie: “ Grizel thought it was just sweet of him ”) 
is equally characteristic of the usage of the fair sex. 

There is another intensive which has also something of the 
eternally feminine about it, namely so. I am indebted to Stoffel 
(Int. 101) for the following quotation from Punch (January 4, 
1896): “ This little adverb is a great favourite with ladies, in con¬ 
junction with an adjective. For instance, they are very fond of 
using such expreraions as * He is so charming 1 * * It is so lovely 1 * 
etc.’* Stoffel adds the following instances of strongly intensive 
so as highly characteristic of ladies’ usage: * Thank you so much 1 * 
* It was so kind of you to think of it I ’ ‘ That’s so like yon I * 
' I’m so glad you’ve come I ’ ‘ The bonnet is so lovely I ’ 

The explanation of this characteristic feminine usage is, I think, 
that women much more often than men break off without finishing 
their sentences, because they start talking without having thought 
out what they are going to say; the sentence ‘ I’m so glad you’ve 
come ’ really requires some complement in the shape of a clause 
with that, * so glad that I really must kiss you,’ or, * so glad that I 
must treat you to something extra,’ or whatever the consequence 
may be. But very often it is difficult in a hurry to hit upon some¬ 
thing adequate to say, and * so glad that I cannot express it * 
frequently results in the inexpressible remaining unexpressed, and 
when that experiment has been repeated time after time, the lin¬ 
guistic consequence is that a strongly stressed so acquires the force 
of ‘ very much indeed.’ It is the same with stich, as in the 
following two extracto from a modern novel (in both it is a lady 
who is speaking): “ Poor Kitty i she has been in such a state of 
mind,” and Do you know that you look such a duck this afternoon. 
. . . This hat suits you so —^you are stich a grande dame in it.** 
Exactly the same thing has happened with Danish sa and sddan, 
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Q, 80 and iolch ; also with French teJlemeiU, though there perhaps 
not to the same extent as in English. 

We have the same phenomenon with to a degree, which properly 
requires to be supplemented with something that tells us what 
the degree is, but is frequently left by itself, as in ‘ His second 
marriage was irregular to a degree.* 

Xm.—§10. Periods. 

The frequency with which women thus leave their exclamatory 
sentences half-finished might be exemplified from many passages 
in our novelists and dramatists. I select a few quotations. 
The first is from the beginning of Vanity Fair ; “ This almost caused 
Jemima to faint with terror. ‘ Well, I never,’ said she. ‘ What 
an audacious ’—emotion prevented her from completing either 
sentence.” Next from one of Hankin’s plays. “ Mrs. Eversleigh ; 
I must say 1 (but words fail her).” And finally from Compton 
Mackenzie’s Poor Belatiom : “ ‘ The trouble you must have taken,’ 
Hilda exclaimed.” These quotations illustrate types at sentences 
which are becoming so frequent that they would seem soon to 
deserve a separate chapter in modern grammars, ‘ Did you ever 1 ’ 
‘ Well, I never I ’ being perhaps the most important of these 
* stop-short ’ or * pull-up ’ sentences, as I think they might be 
termed. 

These sentences are the linguistic symptoms of a peculiarity 
of feminine psychology which has not escaped observation. Mere¬ 
dith says of one of his heroines : “ She thought in blanks, as girls 
do, and some women,” and Hardy singularizes one of his by calling 
her “that novelty among women—one who finished a thought 
before beginning the sentence which was to convey it.” 

The same point is seen in the typical way in which the two 
sexes build up their sentences and periods; but here, as so often 
in this chapter, we cannot establish absolute differences, but 
only preferences that may be broken in a great many instances 
and yet are characteristic of the sexes as such. If we compare 
long periods as constructed by men and by women, we shall in the 
former find many more instances of intricate or involute structures 
with clause within clause, a relative clause in the middle of a con¬ 
ditional clause or vice versa, with subordination and sub-subordina¬ 
tion, while the typical form of long feminine p{uiods is that of 
co-ordination, one sentence or clause being added to another on the 
plane •'nd the gradation between the respective ideas being 
marked not grammatically, but emotionally, by stress and intona¬ 
tion, and in writing by underlining. In learned terminology we 
may say that men are fond of hypotaxis and women of parataxis. 
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Or we may use the simile that a male period is often like a set of 
Chinese boxes, one within another, while a feminine period is like 
a set of pearls joined together on a string of anda and similar words. 
In a Danish comedy a young girl is relating what has happened 
to her at a ball, when she is suddenly interrupted by her brother, 
who has slyly taken out his watch and now exclaims : “ I declare 1 
you have said and then fifteen times in less than two and a half 
minutes.** 


zm.—§11. General Characteristics. 

The greater rapidity of female thought is shown linguistically, 
among other things, by the frequency with which a woman will use 
a pronoun like he or she, not of the person last mentioned, but 
of somebody else to whom her thoughts have already wandered, 
while a man with his slower intellect will think that she is still 
moving on the same path. The difference in rapidity of perception 
has been tested experimentally by Romanes : the same paragraph 
was presented to various well-educated persons, who were asked 
to read it as rapidly as they could, ten seconds being allowed for 
twenty lines. As soon as the time was up the paragraph was 
removed, and the reader immediately wrote down all that he or 
she could remember of it. It was found that women were usually 
more successful than men in this test. Not only were they able 
to read more quickly than the men, but they were able to give a 
better account of the paragraph as a whole. One lady, for instance, 
could read exactly four times as fast os her husband, and even 
then give a better account than he of that small portion of the 
paragraph he had alone been able to read. But it was found that 
this rapidity was no proof of intellectual power, and some of the 
slowest readers were highly distinguished men. Ellis (Man and W. 
105) explains this in this way: with the quick reader it is as though 
every statement were admitted immediately and without inspection 
to fill the vacant chambers of the mind, while with the slow reader 
every statement undergoes an instinctive process of cross-examina¬ 
tion ; every new fact seems to stir up the accumulated stores of 
facts among which it intrudes, and so impedes rapidity of mental 
action. 

This reminds me of one of Swift*s “ Thoughts on Various Sub¬ 
jects *’: “ The common fluency of speech in many men, and most 
women, is owing to the scarcity of matter, and scarcity of words; for 
whoever is a master of language, and hath a min d full of ideas, will 
be apt in speaking to hesitate upon the choice of both: whereas 
common speakers have only one set of ideas, and one set of words 
to clothe ^em in ; and these are always ready at the mouth. So 
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people come faster out of a church when it is almost empty, than 
when a crowd is at the door ” (Works, Dublin, 1736, i. 306). 

The volubility of women has been the subject of innumerable 
jests : it has given rise to popular proverbs in many countries,^ as 
well as to Aurora Leigh’s resigned “ A woman’s function plainly 
is—to talk ” and Oscar Wilde’s sneer, ** Women are a decorative 
sex. They never have anything to say, but they say it charmingly.” 
A woman’s thought is no sooner formed than uttered. Says Rosa¬ 
lind, “ Do you not know I am a woman 1 when I think, I must 
speak ” (As Tou Like. It, in. 2. 264). And in a modem novel a 
young girl says : “ I talk so as to find out what I think. Don’t 
you ? Some things one can’t judge of till one hears them spoken ” 
(Housman, John ofJingalo, 346). 

The superior readiness of speech of women is a concomitant 
of the fact that their vocabulary is smaller and more central than 
that of men. But this again is connected with another indubitable 
fact, that women do not reach the same extreme points as men, 
but are nearer the average in most respects. Havelock Ellis, 
who establishes this in various fields, rightly remarks that the 
statement that genius is undeniably of more frequent occurrence 
among men than among women has sometimes been regarded 
by women as a slur upon their sex, but that it does not appear 
that women have been equally anxious to find fallacies in the 
statement that idiocy is more common among men. Yet the 
two statements must be taken together. Genius is more common 
among men by virtue of the same general tendency by which idiocy 
IS more common among men. The two facts are but two aspecto 
of a larger zoological fact—the greater variability of the male 
(Man and W. 420). 

In language we see this very clearly: the highest linguistic 
genius and the lowest degree of linguistic imbecility are very 
rarely found among women. The greatest orators, the most 
famous literary artists, have been men; but it may serve as a 
sort of consolation to the other sex that there are a much greater 
number of men than of women who cannot put two words together 
intelligibly, who stutter and stammer and hesitate, and are unable 
to find suitable expressions for the simplest thought. Between 
these two extremes the woman moves with a sure and supple tongue 
which is ever ready to filnd words and to pronounce them in a clear 
and intelligible manner. 

1 **Oti femme y a, silenoe n’y a.” “Deux femmee font un plaid, trois 
un grand caquet, quatre un plein march4.’’ “ Due donne e un’ oca fanno 
nna fiera ’’ (Venice). “ The tongue is the sword of a woman, and she 
never lets it become rusty ” (China). “ The North Sea will sooner be found 
wanting in water than a woman at a loss for a word” (Jutland). 
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Nor are the reasons far to seek why such differences should have 
developed. They are mainly dependent on the division of labour 
enjoined in primitive tribes and to a great extent also among more 
civilized peoples. For thousands of years the work that especially 
fell to men was such as demanded an intense display of energy 
for a comparatively short period, mainly in war and in hunting. 
Here, however, there was not much occasion to talk, nay, in many 
circumstances talk might even be fraught with danger. And when 
that rough work was over, the man would either sleep or idle his 
time away, inert and torpid, more or less in silence. Woman 
on the otiier hand, had a number of domestic occupations which 
did not claim such an enormous output of spasmodic energy. To 
her was at first left not only agriculture, and a great deal of other 
work which in more peaceful times was taken over by men; but 
also much that has been till quite recently her almost exclusive 
concern—^the care of the children, cooking, brewing, baking, sewing, 
washing, etc.,—thin^ which for the most part demanded no deep 
thought, which were performed in company and could well be 
accompanied with a lively chatter. Lingering effects of this state 
of things are seen still, though great social changes are going on 
in our times which may eventually modify even the linguistic 
relations of the two sexes. 
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CAUSES OF CHANGE 

S1. Anatomy. § 2. Geography. § 3. National Psychology. §4. Speed of 
Utterance. §6. Periods of Rapid Change. §6. The Ease Theory. 
5’* Sounds in Connected Speech. §8. Extreme Weakenings. §9. The 
Principle of Value. § 10. Application to Case System, etc. $11. Stress 
Phenomena. § 12. Non-phonetio Changes. 

XIV.—§1. Anatomy. 

In accordance with the programme laid down in the opening 
paragraph of Book III, we shall now deal in detail with those 
linguistic changes which are not due to transference to new 
individuals. The chapter on woman’s language has served as 
a kind of bridge between the two main divisions, in so far ns the 
first sections treated of those women’s dialects which were, or 
were supposed to be, due to the influence of foreigners. 

Many theories have been advanced to explain the indubitable 
fact that languages change in coume of time. Some scholars 
have thought that there ought to be one fundamental cause 
working in all instances, while others, more sensibly, have 
maintained that a variety of causes have been and are at work, 
and that it is not easy to determine which of them has been 
decisive in each observ^ case of change. The greatest attention 
has been given to phonetic change, and in reading some theorists 
one might almost fancy that sounds were the only thing change¬ 
able, or at any rate that phonetic changes were the only ones in 
language which had to be accounted for. Let us now examine 
some of the theories advanced. 

Sometimes it is asserted that sound changes must have their 
cause in changes in the anatomical structure of the articulating 
organs. This theory, however, need not detain us long (see the 
able discussion in Oertel, p. 194 ff.), for no facts have been 
alleged to support it, and one does not see why small anatomical 
variations ‘'should cause changes so long as any teacher of 
languages on the phonetic method is able to teach his pupils 
practically every speech sound, even those that their own native 
language has been without for centuries. Besides, many phonetic 
changes do not at ail lead to new sounds being developed or old 

S55 
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ones lost, but simply to the old sounds being used in new places 
or disused in some of the places where they were formerly found. 
Some tribes have a custom of mutilating their lips or teeth, 
and that of course must have caused changes in their pro¬ 
nunciation, which are said to have persisted even after the 
custom was given up. Thus, according to Meinhof (MSA 
60) the Yao women insert a big wooden disk within the upper 
lip, which makes it impossible for them to pronounce [f], and 
as it is the women that teach their children to speak, the sound 
of [f] has disappeared from the language, though now it is 
beginning to reappear in loan-words. It is clear, however, that 
such customs can have exercised only the very slightest influence 
on language in general. 


XIV.—§2. Geography. 

Some scholars have believed in an influence exercised by climatic 
or geographical conditions on the character of the sound system, 
instancing as evidence the harsh consonants found in the languages 
of the Caucasus as contrasted with the pleasanter sounds heard 
in regions more favoured by nature. But this influence cannot 
be established as a general rule. “ The aboriginal inhabitants 
of the north-west coast of America found subsistence relatively 
easy in a country abounding in many forms of edible marine life; 
nor can they be said to have been subjected to rigorous climatic 
conditions; yet in phonetic harshness their languages rival those 
of the Caucasus. On the other hand, perhaps no people has 
wver been subjected to a more forbidding physical environment 
than the Eskimos, yet the Eskimo language not only impresses 
one as possessed of a relatively agreeable phonetic system when 
compared with the languages of the north-west coast, but may even 
be thought to compare favourably with American Indian languages 
generally *’ (Sapir, American Anthropologist, XIV (1912), 234). 
It would also on this theory be difficult to accoimt for the 
very considerable linguistic changes which have taken place in 
historical times in many countries whose climate, etc., cannot 
during the same period have changed correspondingly. 

A geographical theory of sound-shifting was advanced by 
Heinrich Meyer-Benfey in Zeitachr. f. deutschea AUert. 46 (1901), 
and has recently been taken up by H. Collitz in Amer. Journal 
of Philol. 39 (1918), p. 413. Consonant shifting is chiefly found 
in mountain regions; this is most obvious in the High German 
shift, which started from the Alpine district of Southern Germany. 
After leaving the region of the high mountains it gradually 
decreases in strength; yet it keeps on extending, with steadily 
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diminishing energy, over part of the area of the Franconian dialects. 
But having reached the plains of Northern Germany, the movement 
stops. The same theory applies to languages in which a similar 
shifting is found, e.g. Old and Modem Armenian, the Soho lan¬ 
guage in South Africa, etc. “ However strange it may appear 
at the first glance,” says Collitz, “ that certain consonant changes 
should depend on geographical surroundings, the connexion is 
easily understood. The change of media to tenuis and that of 
tenuis to affricate or aspirate are linked together by a common 
feature, viz. an increase in the intensity of expiration. As the 
common cause of both these shiftings we may therefore regard 
a change in the maimer in which breath is used for pronunciation. 
The habitual use of a larger volume of breath means an increased 
activity of the lungs. Here we have reached the point where 
the connexion with geographical or climatic conditions is clear, 
because nobody will deny that residence in the mountains, especially 
in the high mountains, stimulates the lungs.” 

When this theory was first brought to my notice, I wrote a 
short footnote on it (PhG 176), in which I treated it with perhaps 
too little respect, merely mentioning the fact that my countrymen, 
the Danes, in their flat country were developing exactly the same 
shift as the High Germans (making p, t, k into strongly aspirated 
or affricated sounds and unvoicing 6, d, g); I then asked ironically 
whether that might be a consequence of the indubitable fact that 
an increasing number of Danes every summer go to Switzerland 
and Norway for their holidays. And even now, after the theory 
has been endorsed by so able an advocate as Collitz, I fail to 
see how it can hold water. The induction seems faulty on both 
sides, for the shift is found among peoples living in plains, and 
on the other hand it is not shared by all mountain peoples—for 
example, not by the Italian and Ladin speaking neighbours of 
the High Germans in the Alps. Besides, the physiological explana¬ 
tion is not impeccable, for walking in the mountains affects the 
way in which we breathe, that is, it primarily affects the lungs, 
hut the change in the consonants is primarily one not in the lungs, 
hut in the glottis; as the connexion between these two things 
is not necessary, the whole reasoning is far from being cogent. 
At any rate, the theory can only with great difficulty be applied 
to the first Gothonic shift, for how do we know that that started 
in moimtainous regions ? and who knows whether the sounds 
actually found as /, p and h for original p, t, k, had first been 
aspirated and affricated stops f It seems much more probable 
that the transition was a direct one, through slackening and opening 
of the stoppage, but in that case it has nothing to do with the 
lungs or way of breathing. 


17 
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XIV.—§ 3. National Psyehology. 

We are much more likely to ‘ burn,’ as the children say, when, 
instead of looking for the cause in such outward circumstances, we 
try to find it in the psychology of those who initiate the change. 
But this does not amount to endorsing all the explanations of 
this kind which have found favour with linguists. Thus, since 
the times of Grimm it has been usual to ascribe the well-known 
consonant shift to psychological traits believed to be characteristic 
of the Germans. Grimm says that the sound shift is a consequence 
of the progressive tendency and desire of liberty found in the 
Germans (GDS 292); it is due to their courage and pride in 
the period of the great migration of tribes (ib. 306): “ When 
quiet and morality returned, the sounds remained, and it may 
be reckoned as evidence of the superior gentleness and modera¬ 
tion of the Gothic, Saxon and Scandinavian tribes that they 
contented themselves with the first shift, while the wilder force 
of the High Germans was impelled to the second shift.” (Thus 
also Westphal.) Curtius finds energy and juvenile vigour in 
the Germanic sound shift (KZ 2. 331, 1852). Miillenhof saw in 
the transition from p, t, 1; to /, p, A a sign of weakening, the 
Germans having apparently lost the power of pronouncing the 
hard stops; while further, the giving up of the aspirated pJi, (h, hh, 
bh, dh, gh was due to enervation or indolence. But the succeeding 
transition from the old 6, d, g to p, t, k showed that they had 
afterwards pulled themselves together to new exertions, and 
the regularity with which all these changes were carried through 
evidenced a great steadiness and persevering force {Deutsche AUer- 
tumsk. 3. 197). His disciple Wilhelm Scherer saw in the whole 
history of the German language alternating periods of rise and 
decline in popular taate; he looked upon sound changes from 
the sssthetic point of view and ascribed the (second) consonant 
shift to a feminine period in which consonants were neglected 
because the nation took pleasure in vocalic sounds. 

XIV.—§ 4. Speed ol Utterance. 

Wundt gives a different though somewhat related explanation 
of the Germanic shift as due to a “revolution in culture, as 
the subjugation of a native population through warlike immi¬ 
grants, with resulting new organization of the State ” (S 1. 424): 
this increased the speed of utterance, and he tries in detail to 
show that increased speed leads naturally to just those change 
in consonants which are found in the Gothonio shift (1. 420 ff.). 
But even if we admit that the average speed of talking (tempo 
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der rede) is now probably greater than formerly, the whole theory 
is built up on so many doubtful or even manifestly inoorreot 
details both in linguistic history and in general phonetic theory 
that it cannot be accepted. It does not account for the actual 
facts of the consonant shifts; moreover, it is difficult to see why 
such phenomena as this shift, if they were dependent on the speed 
of utterance, should occur only at these particular historical times 
and within comparatively narrow geographical limits, for there 
is much to be said for the view that in all periods the speech 
of the Western nations has been constantly gaining in rapidity 
as life in general has become accelerated, and in no period prob¬ 
ably more than during the last century, which has witnessed no 
radical consonant shift in any of the leading civilized nations. 

XIV.—§ 5. Periods ol Rapid Change. 

All these theories, different though they are in detail, have 
this in common, that they endeavour to explain one particular 
change, or set of changes, from one particular psychological trait 
supposed to be prevalent at the time when the change took place, 
but they fail because we are not able scientifically to demonstrate 
any intimate connexion between the pronunciation of particular 
sounds ftnd a certain state of mind, and also because our knowledge 
of the fluctuations of collective psychology is still so very imperfect. 
But it is interesting to contrast these theories with the explanation 
of the very same sound shifts mentioned in a previous chapter 
(XI), and there shown to be equally unsatisfactory, the explanation, 
namely, that the fundamental cause of the consonant shift is to 
be found in the peculiar pronunciation of an aboriginal population. 
In both cases the Gothonic shifts are singled out, because since 
the time of Grimm the attention of scholars has been focused 
on these changes more than on any others—they are looked upon 
as changes mi genetia, and therefore requiring a special explanation, 
such as is not thought necessary in the case of the mnumerable 
minor changes that fill most of the pages of the phonological 
section of any historical grammar. But the sob^ truth seems 
to be that these shifts are not different in kind from those that 
have made, say, Pr. aive, frire, chien, cid, fain, changer out of 
Lat. aa/pa, fratrem, canem, kcalum, fakere, eambiare, etc., or those 
that have changed the English vowels in fate, feet, fight, foot, out 
from what they were when the letters which denote them still 
had their ‘continental’ valu^. Our main endeavour, therefore, 
must be to find out general reasons why sounds should not 
always remain unchanged. This seems more important, at any 
ffttp M ft preliminary investigation, than attempting offhand 
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to assign particular reasons why in such and such a century 
this or that sound was changed in some particular way. 

If, however, we find a particular period especially fertile in 
linguistic changes (phonetic, morphological, semantic, or all at 
once), it is quite natural that we should turn our attention to 
the social state of the community at that time in order, if possible, 
to discover some specially favouring circumstances. I am thinking 
especially of two kinds of condition which may operate. In the 
first place, the influence of parents, and grown-up people generally, 
may be less than usual, because an unusual number of parents 
may be away from home, as in great wars of long duration, 
or may have been killed off, as in the great plagues; cf. also what 
was said above of children left to shift for themselves in certain 
favoured regions of North America (Ch. X § 7). Secondly, there 
may be periods in which the ordinary restraints on linguistic 
change make themselves less felt than usual, because the whole 
community is animated by a strong feeling of independence and 
wants to break loose from social ties of many kinds, including 
those of a powerful school organization or literary tradition. 
This probably was the case with North America in the latter 
half of the eighteenth century, when the new nation wished to 
manifest its independence of old England and therefore, among 
other things, was inclined to throw overboard that respect for 
linguistic authority which under normal conditions makes for 
conservatism. If the divergence between American and British 
English is not greater than it actually is, this is probably due 
partly to the continual influx of immigrants from the old country, 
and partly to that increased facility of communication between 
the two countries in recent times which has made mutual lin¬ 
guistic influence possible to an extent formerly undreamt-of. 
But in the case of the Romanic languages both of the conditions 
mentioned were operating: during the centuries in which they 
were framed and underwent the strongest differentiation, wars with 
the intruding ‘barbarians’ and a seri^ of destructive plagues 
kept away or killed a great many grown-up people, and at the 
same time each country released itself from the centralizing in¬ 
fluence of Borne, which in the first centuries of the Christian era 
had been very powerful in keeping up a fairly uniform and con¬ 
servative pronunciation and phraseology throughout the whole 
Empire.^ There were thus at that time various forces at work 
which, taken together, are quite sufficient to explain the wide 

1 The uniformity in the speech of the whole Roman Empire during the 
first centuries of our Christian era was kept up, among other things, through 
the habit of removing soldiers and offlciaJs from one country to the other. 
This ceased later, each district being left to shift more or leas for itself. 
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divergence in linguistic structure that separated French, Provencal, 
Spanish, etc., from classical lAtin (cf. above, XI § 8, p. 206). 

In the history of English, one of the periods most fertile in 
change is the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries: the wars with 
Prance, the Black Death (which is said to have killed oS about 
one-third of the population) and similar pestilences, insurrections 
like those of Wat Tyler and Jack Cade, civil wars like those of 
the Roses, decimated the men and made home-life difficult and 
unsettled. In the Scandinavian languages the Viking age is prob¬ 
ably the period that witnessed the greatest linguistic changes 
—^if I am right, not, as has sometimes been said, on account of 
the heroic character of the period and the violent rise in self- 
respect or self-assertion, but for the more prosaic reason that 
the men were absent and the women had other things to attend 
to than their children’s linguistic education. I am also inclined 
to think that the unparalleled rapidity with which, during the 
last hundred years, the vulgar speech of English cities has been 
diflEerentiated from the language of the educated classes (nearly 
all long vowels being shifted, etc.) finds its natural explanation 
in the unexampled misery of child-life among industrial workers 
in the first half of the last century—one of the most disgraceful 
blots on our overpraised civilization. 

XIV.—§6. The Ease Theory. 

If we now turn to the actuating principles that determine 
the general changeability of human speech habits, we shall find 
that the moving power everywhere is an impetus starting from 
the individual, and that there is a curbing power in the mere fact 
that language exists not for the individual alone, but for the 
whole community. The whole history of language is, as it were, 
a tug-of-war between these two principles, each of which gains 
victories in turn. 

First of all we must make up our minds with regard to the 
disputed question whether the changes of language go in the 
direction of greater ease, m other words, whether they manifest 
a tendency towards economy of effort. The prevalent opinion 
among the older school was that the chief tendency was, in 
Whitney’s words, “ to make things easy to our organs of speech, 
to economize time and effort in the work of expression ” (L 28). 
Curtius very emphatically states that “ Bequemlichkeit ist und 
bleibt der hauptanlass des lautwandels unter alien umstanden ” 
{Orieeh. etym. 23; cf. C 7). But Leskien, Sievers, and since them 
other recent writers, hold the opposite view (see quotations and 
summaries in Oertel 204 f., Weohssler L 88 f.), and their view has 
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prevailed to the extent that SQtterlin (WW 33) oharaoterizee 
the old view as ** empty talk,” ” a wrong scent,” and “ worthless 
subterfuges now rqect^ by our science.” 

Such strong words may, however, be out of place, for is it so very 
foolish to think that men in this, as in all other respects, tend to 
follow * the line of least resistance ’ and to get off with as little 
ezwtion as possible! The question is only whether this universal 
tendency can be shown to prevail in those phonetic changes which 
are dealt with in linguistic history. 

Shtterlin thinks it enough to mention some sound changes in 
which the new sound is more difficult than the old ; these being 
admitted, he concludes (and others have said the same thing) 
that those other instances in which the new sound is evidently 
easier than the old one cannot be explained by the principle of ease. 
But it seems clear that this conclusion is not valid: the correct 
inference can only be that the tendency towards ease may be 
at work in some cas^, though not in all, because there are other 
forcM which may at times neutralize it or prove stronger than 
it. We shall meet a similar all-or-nothing fallacy in the chapter 
on Sound Symbolism. 

Now, it is sometimes said that natives do not feel any difficulty 
in the sounds of their own language, however difficult these may 
be to foreigners. This is quite true if we speak of a consciom 
perception of this or that sound being difficult to produce; but 
it is no less true that the act of speaking always requires some 
exertion, muscular as well as psychical, on the part of the speaker, 
and that he is therefore apt on many occasions to speak with 
as little effort as possible, often with the result that his voice is 
not loud enough, or that his words become indistinct if he does 
not move his tongue, lips, etc., with the required precision or 
force. You may as well say that when once one has learnt the art 
of writing, it is no longer any effort to form one’s letters properly; 
and yet how many written communications do we not receive 
in which many of the letters are formed so badly that we can 
do little but guess from the context what each form is meant for I 
There can be no doubt that the main direction of change in the 
development of our written alphabet has been towards forms 
requiring less and less exertion—and similar causes have led to 
analogous results in the development of spoken sounds. 

It is not always easy to decide which of two articulations is 
the easier one, and opinions may in some instances differ—^we may 
also find in two neighbouring nations opposite phonetic develop¬ 
ments, each of which may perhaps be asserted by speakers of the 
language to be in the direction of greater ease. *‘To judge of 
the difficulty of muscular activity, the muscular quantity at play 
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cannot serve m an absolute measure. Is [d] absolutely more 
awkward to produce than [5] ? When a man is running full tilt, 
it is under certain circumstances easier for him to rush against 
the wall than to stop suddenly at some distance from it: when 
the tongue is in motion, it may be easier for it to tbrust itself 
against the roof of the mouth or the teeth, i.e. to form a stop (a 
plosive), than to halt at a millimetre’s distance, i.e. to form a 
fricative ” (Vemer 78). In the same sense I wrote in 1904 : “ Many 
an articulation which obviously requires greater muscular move¬ 
ments is yet easier of execution than another in which the 
movement is loss, but has to be carried out with greater precision; 
It requires less effort to chip wood than to operate for cataract ’* 
(PhG 181). 

In other cases, however, no such doubt is possible: [s], [f] or 
[x] require more muscular exertion than [h], and a replacement 
of one of them by [h] therefore necessarily means a lessening of 
effort. Now, I am 6xmly convinced that whenever a phenologist 
finds one of these oral fricatives standing regularly in one language 
against [h] in another, he will at once take the former sound to 
be the original and [h] to be the derived sound : an in<hsputable 
indication that the instinctive feeling of all linguists is still in 
favour of the view that a movement towards the easier sound 
is the rule, and not the exception. 

In thus taking up the cudgels for the ease theory I am not 
afraid of hearing the objection that I ascribe too great power 
to human laziness, indolence, inertia, shirking, easygoingness, 
sloth, sluggishness, lack of energy, or whatever other beautiful 
synonyms have been mvented for * economy of effort or 
‘following the line of least resistance.’ The fact remains that 
there is such a ‘ tendency ’ in all human beings, and by taking it 
into account in explaining changes of sound we are doing nothing 
else than applying here the same principle that attributes m^y 
simplifications of form to ‘ analogy ’: we see the same p8ych<^ 
logical force at work in the two different domains of phonetics and 

morphology. . , *v.* 

It is, of course, no serious objection to this view that U this 

had been always the direction of change, speaking must have 
been uncommonly troublesome to our earliest ancestors who 
says it wasn’t ?—or that “if certain combinations were really 
irksome in themselves, why should they have been attempted 
at aU; why should they often have been maintained so long f 
(Oertel 204)—as if people at a remote age had been able to compare 
consciously two articulations and to choose the easier one I 

: *• Dass nnsero Sltesten Torfahren aioh da« spreohen eretounlioh unbequem 
gamaoht baben,” DelbrOck, B 
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Neither in language nor in any other activity has mankind at once 
hit upon the best or easiest expedients. 

ZI7.—S 7. Sounds in Connected ftieecli. 

In the great majority of linguistic changes we have to consider 
the ease or difficulty, not of the isolated sound, but of the sound 
in that particular conjunction with other sounds in which it occurs 
in words.^ Thus in the numerous phenomena comprised under 
the nftTnft of assimilation. There is an interesting account in the 
Proceedings of the Ph&ohgical Society (December 17, 1886) of a 
discTission of these problems, in which Sweet, while maintaining 
that “ cases of saving of effort were very rare or non-existent ” 
and that “ all the ordinary sounds of language were about on a 
par as to difficulty of production,” said that assimilation “ sprang 
from the desire to save space in articulation and secure ease of 
transition. Thus pn became pm, or else win.” But in both these 
changes there is saving of effort, for in the former the movement 
of the tip of the tongue required for [n], and in the latter the move- 
naent of the soft palate required for [p], is done away with •: 
the term ” saving of space ” can have no other meaning than 
economy of muscular energy. And the same is true of what 
Sweet terms ‘‘ saving of time,” which he finds effected by dropping 
superfluous sounds, especially at the end of words, e.g. [g] after 
[ ] in E. sing. Here, of course, one articulation (of the velum) 
is saved—and this need not even be accompanied by the saving 
of any time, for in such cases the remaining sound is often lengthened 
so as to make up for the loss.’ 

If, then, all assimilations are to be counted as instances of 
saving of effort, it is worth noting that a great many phonetic 

1 Sometimes appearances maj be deceptive *. when [nr, mr] become 
[ndr, mbr], it looks on the paper as if something had been added and as 
if the transition therefore militated against the principle of ease: in reality, 
the old and the new combinations require exactly the same amoimt of 
muscular activity, and the change simply consists in want of precision in 
the movement of the velum palati, which comes a fraction of a second too 
soon. If anything, the new group is a trifle easier than the old. See LPh 
6. 8 for explanation and examples (E. thunder from punor sb., punrian vb. t 
timber, of. Goth, timrian, Q. eimmer, etc.). 

* Tbiis is rendered most clear by my * analphabetic ’ notation (a means 
lips, /3 tip of tongue, S soft palate, velum palati, and t ^lottia; 0 stands 
for closed position, 1 for approximation, 3 for (men position); the three 
sound oomoinations are thus analysed (of. my Lehrbuch dar Phonetik) i 



p 
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P 

m 

m 

a 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

P 

3 

0 

3 

3 

3 

a 

0 

3 

0 

3 

3 

t 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 


* The only clear cases of saving of time are those in which long sounds 
are shortened, and even they must be looked upon as a saving of effort. 
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changes \7hich are not always given under the heading of assimila¬ 
tion should really be looked upon as such. If Lat. aaponem yields 
Fr. satxm, this is the result of a whole series of assimilations : first 
[P] becomes [b], because the vocal vibrations continue from the 
vowel before to the vowel after the consonant, the opening of 
the glottis being thus saved; then the transition of [b] to [v] 
between vowels may be considered a partial assimilation to the 
open lip position of the vowels ; the vowel [o] is nasalized in conse¬ 
quence of an assimilation to the nasal [n] (anticipation of the low 
position of the velum), and the subsequent dropping of the conso¬ 
nant [n] is a clear case of a difierent kind of assimilation (saving 
of a tip movement); at an early stage the two final sounds of 
aaponem had disappeared, first [m] and later the indistinct vowel 
resulting from e: whether we reckon these disappearances as 
assimilations or not, at any rate they constitute a saving of effort. 
All droppings of sounds, whether consonants (as < in E. castle, post¬ 
man, etc.) or vowels (as in E. p’rhaps, business, etc.), are to be 
viewed in the same light, and thus by their enormous number in 
the history of all languages form a strong argument in favour of 
the ease theory. 

There is one more thing to be considered which is generally 
overlooked. In such assimilations as It. otto, sette, from octo, 
septem, a greater ease is effected not only by the assimilation as 
such, by which one of the consonants is dropped—for that would 
have been obtained just as well if the result had been occo, seppe— 
but also by the fact that it is the tip action which has been re¬ 
tained in both cases, for the tip of the tongue is much more flexible 
and more easily moved than either the lips or the back of the tongue. 
On the whole, many sound changes show how the tip is favoured 
at the cost of other organs, thus in the frequent transition of 
final -m to -n, found, for instance, in old Gothonio, in Middle 
English, In ancient Greek, in Balto-Slavic, in Finnish and in 
Chinese. 

In the discussion referred to above Sweet was seconded by 
Lecky, who said that “ assimilations vastly multiplied the number 
of elementary sounds in a language, and therefore could not be 
described as facilitating pronunciation.” This is a great exaggera¬ 
tion, for in the vast majority of instances assimilation introduces 
no new sounds at all (see, for instance, the lists in my LFh ch. xi.). 
Lecky was probably thinking of such instances as when [k, g] 
before front vowels become [if, ds] or similar combinations, or 
when mutation caused by [i] changes [u, o] into [y,0], which soimds 
were not previously found in the language. Here we might perhaps 
say that those individuals who for the sake of their own ease 
introduced new sounds made things more difficult for coming 
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generstioiu (though even that is not quite certain), and the 
case would iiien be analogous to that of a man who has learnt 
a foreign expression for a new idea and then introduces it into 
his own language, thus burdening his countrymen with a new 
word instead of thinking how the same idea might have been 
rendered by means of native speech-material—^in both oases a 
momentary alleviation is obtained at the cost of a permanent 
disadvantage, but neither case can be alleged against the view 
that the prevalent tendency among human beings is to prefer 
the easiest and shortest out. 

XIV.—§ 8. Extreme Weakenings. 

When this lazy tendency is indulged to the full, the result 
is an indistinct protracted vocal murmur, with here and there 
possibly one or other sound (most often an s) rising to the surface : 
fbinlr, for instance, of the way in which we often hear grace said, 
prayers mumbled and other Bii]^ar formulas muttered inarticulately, 
with half-closed lips and the least possible movement of the rest 
of the vocal organs. This is tolerated more or less in oases in 
which the utterance is hardly meant as a communication to any 
human being; otherwise it will generally be met with a request 
to repeat what has been said, the social curb being thus applied 
to the easygoing tendencies of the individual. Now, as a matter 
of fact, there are in every language a certain number of word- 
forms that can only be explained by this very laziness in pro¬ 
nouncing, which in extreme cases leads to complete unintelligibility. 

Russian audar’ {goaudar'), ‘ sir,* is colloquially shortened into a 
mere a, which may in subservient speech be added to almost any 
word as a meaningless enclitic. And curiously enough the same 
sound is used in exactly the same way in conversational Spanish, 
as bmnoa for bueno ‘ good,* only here it is a weakening of aenor 
(Hanssen, Span, gramm. 60): thus two entirely different words, 
from identical psychological motives, yield the same result in 
two distant countries. Fr. monaieur, instead of [mSsjce'r], a 
might be expected, sounds [mosjo] and extremely frequently 
[msj 0 ] and even [psjc], with a transition not otherwise found in 
French. Madame before a name is very often shortened into 
[mam]; in English the same word becomes a single sound in 
yea*m. The weakening of miatreaa into miaa and the old-fashioned 
maa for master also belong here, as do It. forms for aignore, aignora: 
gnor ai, gnor no, gnora ai, aor Luigi, la aora apoaa, and Sp. uated 
* you ’ for vueatra mereed. Formulas of greeting and of politeness 
are liable to similar truncations, e.g. E. how d{e) do, Dan. [gda*] or 
evsn [da*] for goddag, Q. [gmSin, gm8] for gtden morgen, [na'mt] 
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for gvitn abend ; Fr. wnw plait often becomes [siupU, sple], 
and the synonymous Dan. ad god xe shortened into varsgo, of 
which often only [sgo’] remains. In Russian popular speech some 
small words are frequently inserted as a vague indication that 
the utterance or idea belongs to some one else: griu, grU, grim, 
gril, various mutilated forms of the verb govoriV ‘ say,’ mol from 
molvW ‘ speak,’ de from dejati (Boyer et Speranski, Manud 293 ff.); 
cp. the obsolete E. eo, quo, for gttolA. In all the Balkan languages 
a particle we is extensively used, which Hatzidakis has explained 
from the vocative of OGr. mords. Modern Gr. Ihb, is now a particle 
of futurity, but originates in tlvend, from tMUi, ‘ he will ’ + nh from 
Aina, * that.’ These examples must suffice to show that we have 
hete to do with a universal tendency in all languages. 


ZIV.—$9* Principle of Value. 

To explain such deviations from normal phonetic development 
some scholars have assumed that a word or form in frequent use 
is liable to suffer exceptional treatment. Thus Vilhelm Thomsen, 
in his brilliant paper (1879) on the Romanic verb andare, andar, 
anar, aUer, which he explains convincingly from Lat. ambulate, 
says that this verb “ belongs to a group of words which in all 
languages stand as it were without the pale of the laws, that is, 
words which from their frequent empIo 3 rment are exposed to 
far more violent changes than other words, and therefore to some 
extent follow paths of their own.” ‘ Schuchardt {Ueber die lavige- 
aetze, 1886) turned upon the ‘young grammarians,’ Paul among 
the rest, who did not recognize this principle, and said that one 
word (or one sound) may need 10,000 repetitions in order to be 
changed into another one, and that consequently another word, 
which in the same time is used only 8,000 times, must be behindhand 
in its phonetic development. Quite apart from the fact that 
this number is evidently too small (for a moderately loquacious 
woman will easily pronounce such a word as he half a dozen times 
as often as these figures every year), it is obvious that the reasoning 
must be wrong, for were frequency the only decisive factor, G. 
morgen would have been treated in every other connexion exactly 
as it is in guien morgen, and that is just what has not happened. 
Frequency of repetition would in itself tend to render the habitude 
firmly rooted, thus really capable of resisting change, rather than 
the opposite; and instead of the purely mechanical explanation 
from the number of times a word is repeated, we must look for 

* In the reprint in Samlede AJhandUnger, ii. 417_ (1920), a few lines are 
added in which Thomsen fully accepts the explanation which I gave as far 
hook as 1880 
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a more psyohologioal explanation. This naturally must be found 
in the ease with which a word is understood in the given connexion 
or situation, and especially in its worthlessness for the purpose 
of communication. Worthlessness, however, is not the moving 
power, but merely the reason why less restraint than usual is 
imposed on the ever-present inclination of speakers to minimize 
effort. A parallel from another, though cognate, sphere of human 
activity may perhaps bring out my point of view more clearly. 
The taking off of one’s hat, combined with a low bow, served from 
the first to mark a more or less servile submissiveness to a prince 
or conqueror; then the gesture was gradually weakened, and a 
slight raising of the hat came to be a polite greeting even between 
equals; this is reduced to a mere touching of the hat or cap, 
and among friends the slightest movement of the hand in the 
direction of the hat is thought a sufHcient greeting. When, how¬ 
ever, it is important to indicate deference, the full ceremonial 
gesture is still used (though not to the same extent by all nations); 
otherwise no value is attached to it, and the inclination to spare 
oneself all unnecessary exertion has caused it to dwindle down 
to the slightest muscular action possible. 

The above instances of the truncation of everyday formulas, 
etc., illustrate the length to which the ease principle can be carried 
when a word has little significatory value and the intention of 
the speaker can therefore be vaguely, but sufficiently, understood 
if the proper sound is merely suggested or hinted at. But in most 
words, and even in the words mentioned above, when they are to 
bear their full meaning, the pronunciation cannot be slurred to the 
same extent, if the speaker is to make himself understood. It is con¬ 
sequently his interest to pronounce more carefully, and this means 
greater conservatism and slower phonetic development on the whole. 

There are naturally many degrees of relative value or worth¬ 
lessness, and words may vary accordingly. An illustration may 
be taken from my own mother-tongue : the two words rigtig nok, 
literally ‘ correct enough,’ are pronounced ['recti 'nok] or ['regdi 'nok] 
when keeping their full signification, but when they are reduced 
to an adverb with the same import as the weakened English 
certainly or {it is) true {that), there are various shortened pronun¬ 
ciations in frequent use : ['rectnog, 'regdnog, 'regnog, 'renog, 'renog]. 
The worthlessness may affect a whole phrase, a word, or merely 
one syllable or sound. 

XIV.—§ 10. Application to Case System, eto. 

Our principle is important in many domains of linguistic 
history. If it is asked why the elaborate Old English system of 
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cases and genders has gradually disappeared, an answer that will 
meet with the approval of most linguists of the ordinary school is 
(in the words of J. A. H. Murray): “ The total loss of grammatical 
gender in English, and the almost complete disappearance of cases, 
are purely phonetic phenomena*’—supplemented, of course, by 
the recognition of the action of analogy, to which is due, for instance, 
the levelling of the nom. and dative plural OE. stonos and stanum 
under the single form stones. The main explanation thus is the 
following: a phonetic law, operating without regard to the signi¬ 
fication, caused the OE. unstressed vowels -a, -e, -u to become 
merged in an obscure -e in Middle English ; as these endings were 
very often distinctive of cases, the Old English cases were con¬ 
sequently lost. Another phonetic law was operating similarly 
by causing the loss of final -n, which also played an important 
rdle in the old case system. And in this way phonetic laws and 
analogy have between them made a clean sweep of it, and we need 
look nowhere else for an explanation of the decay of the old 
declensions. 

Here I beg to differ : a ‘ phonetic law ’ is not an explanation, 
but something to be explained ; it is nothing else but a mere 
statement of facts, a formula of correspondence, which says nothing 
about the cause of change, and we are therefore justified if we 
try to dig deeper and penetrate to the real psychology of speech. 
Now, let us for a moment suppose that each of the terminations 
-o, -c, -u bore in Old English its own distinctive and sharply 
defined meaning, which was necessary to the right understanding 
of the sentences in which the terminations occurred (something 
like the endings found in artificial languages like Ido). Would 
there in that case be any probability that a phonetic law tending 
to their levelling could ever have succeeded in establishing itself ! 
Most certainly not; the all-important regard for intelligibility 
would have been sure to counteract any inclination towards a slurred 
pronunciation of the endings. Nor would there have been any 
occasion for new formations by analogy, as the formations were 
already sufiSciently analogous. But such a regularity was very 
far from prevailing in Old English, as will be particularly clear 
from the tabulation of the declensions as printed in my Chapters 
on English, p. 10 ff.: it makes the whole question of causality appear 
in a much clearer light than would be possible by any other 
arrangement of the grammatical facts : the cause of the decay 
of the Old En glish apparatus of declensions lay in its manifold 
incongruities. The same termination did not always denote the 
same thing; -w might be the nom. sg. masc. (sunu) or fern, (duru), 
or the acc. or the dat., or the nom. or aco. pi. neuter (hofu); -a 
might be the nom. sg. masc. (guma), or the dat. sg. maso. (suna). 
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or the gen. eg. fern, {dura), or the nom. pi. maso. or fern., or 
finally the gen. pi.; -an might be the ace. or dat. or gen. eg. or 
the nom. or aco. pi., etc. If we look at it from the point of view 
of function, we get the same picture; the nom. pi., for instance, 
might be denoted by the endings -os, -an, -a, -e, -a, or by mutation 
without ending, or by the unchanged kernel; the dat. sg. by 
-e, -an, -re, -urn, by mutation, or the unchanged kernel. The 
whole is one jumble of inconsistency, for many relations plainly 
distinguished from each other in one class of words were but 
imperfectly, if at all, distinguishable in another class. Add to 
this that the names used above, dative, accusative, etc., have 
no clear and definite meaning in the case of Old English, any 
more than in the case of kindred tongues; sometimes it did not 
matter which of two or more cases the speaker chose to employ: 
some verbs took indifferently now one, now another case, and 
the same is to some extent true with regard to prepositions. No 
wonder, therefore, that speakers would often hesitate which of 
two vowels to use in the ending, and would tend to indulge in the 
universal inclination to pronounce weak syllables indistinctly 
and thus confuse the formerly distinct vowels a, », e, u into the 
one neutral vowel [s], which might even be left out without 
detriment to the clear understanding of each sentence.^ The 
only endings that were capable of withstanding this general rout 
were the two in a, -aa for the plural and -ea for the gen. sg.; 
here the consonant was in itself more solid, as it were, than the 
other consonants used in case endings (n, m), and, which is more 
decisive, each of these terminations was confined to a more 
sharply limited sphere of use than the other endings, and the 
functions for which they served, that of the plural and that of 
the genitive, are among the most indispensable ones for clearness 
of thought. Hence we see that these endings from the earliest 
period of the English language tend to be applied to other 
classes of nouns than those to which they were at first confined 
{-aa to masc. o stems . . .), so as to be at last used with practically 
all nouns. 

If explanations like Murray’s of the simplification of the 
English case system are widely accepted, while views like those 
attempted here will strike most readers of linguistic works as 
unfamiliar, the reason may, partly at any rate, be the usual 
arrangement of historical and other grammars. Here we first 
ha>ve chapters on phonology, in which the facts are tabulated, 

^ The above remarka are oondensed from the argument in ChE 38 fl. 
Note also what is said below (Ch. XIX 113) on the loai of Lat. final -a in the 
Romanic languages after it had ceased to Iw necessary for the grammatical 
understanding of sentences. 
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each vowel being dealt with separately, no matter what its functiou 
is in the flezional system; then, after all the sounds have been 
treated in this way, we come to morphology (accidence, formcnichre), 
in which it is natural to take the phonological facts as granted 
or already known : these therefore come to be looked upon as 
primary and morphology as secondary, and no attention is 
paid to the value of the sounds for the purposes of mutual under¬ 
standing. 

But everyday observations show that sounds have not always 
the same value. In ordinary conversation one may frequently 
notice how a proper name or technical term, when firat introduced, 
is pronounced with particular care, while no such pains is taken 
when it recurs afterwards: the stress becomes weaker, the un¬ 
stressed vowels more indistinct, and this or that consonant may 
be dropped. The same principle is shown in all the abbreviations 
of proper names and of long words in general which have been 
treated above (Ch IX § 7): here the speaker has felt assured 
that his hearer has understood what or who he is talking about, 
as soon as he has pronounced the initial syllable or syllables, 
and therefore does not take the trouble to pronounce the rest of 
the word. It has often been pointed out (see, e.g,, Curtius K 72) 
that stem or root syllables are generally bettor preserved than 
the rest of the word: the reason can only be that they have 
greater importance for the understanding of the idea as a whole 
than other syllables.^ But it is especially when we come to 
examine stress phenomena that we discover the full extent of 
this principle of value. 


XiV.—§ 11. Stress Phenomena. 

Stress is generally believed to be dei>endent exclusively on 
the force with which the air-current is expelled from the lungs, 
hence the name of ‘ expiratory accent'; but various obs(‘rva- 
tions and considerations have led me to give another definition 
(LPh 7. 32, 1913\: stress is energy, intensive muscular activity not 

* Against this it has been urged that Fr. onde has not preserved the 
stem syllable of Lat. avurmdut) particularly well. But this objection is 
a little misleading. It is quite true that at the time when the word was 
first framed the syllable av- contained the main idea and -unculua was only 
added to impart an endearing modification to that idea (* dear little uncle ’); 
but after some time the semantic relation was altered ; avus itself passed out 
of use, while avuneuiu$ was handed down from generation to generation os a 
ready-made whole, in which the ordinary speaker was totally unable to 
suspect that av- was the really significative stem. He consequently treated 
it exactly as any other polysyllable of the same structure, and avun- 
(phonetically [awny, auuf^]) was naturally made into one syllable. Nothing, 
of course, can be protected by a sense of its significance unless it is still 
felt as significant. That hardly needs sajdng. 
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of one organ, but of all tiie speech organa at once. To pronounce 
a ‘ stressed ’ syllable all organs are exerted to the utmost. The 
muscles of the lungs are strongly innervated; the movements 
of the vocal chords are stronger, leading on the one hand in 
voiced sounds to a greater approximation of the vocal chords, 
with less air escaping, but greater amplitude of vibrations and 
also greater risings or fallings of the tone. In voiceless soimds, 
on the other hand, the vocal chords are kept at greater distance 
(than in unstressed syllables) and accordingly allow more air to 
escape. In the upper organs stress is characterized by marked 
articulations of the velum palati, of the tongue and of the lips. 
As a result of all this, stressed syllables are loud, i.o. can be heard 
at great distance, and distinct, i.e. easy to perceive in all their 
components. Unstressed syllables, on the contrary, are pro* 
duced with less exertion in every way: in voiced sounds the 
distance between the vocal chords is greater, which leads to the 
peculiar ‘ voice of murmur ’; but in voiceless sounds the glottis 
is not opened very wide. In the upper organs we see corresponding 
slack movements; thus the velum does not shut oB the nasal cavity 
very closely, and the tongue tends towards a neutral position, 
in which it moves very little either up and down or backwards 
and forwards. The lips also are moved with less energy, and the 
final result is dull and indistinct sounds. Now, all this is of the 
greatest importance in the history of languages. 

The psychological importance of various elements is the chief, 
though not the only, factor that determines sentence stress (see, for 
instance, the chapters on stress in my LPh xiv. and MEG v.). Now, 
it is well known that sentence stress plays a most important r61e in 
the historical development of any language; it has determined 
not only the difference in vowel between [woz] and [woz], both 
written toas, or between the demonstrative [tSset] and the relative 
[Cat], both written that, but also that between one and an or a, 
originally the same word, and between Fr. moi and me, toi and te 
—one might give innumerable other instances. Value also plaj/u 
a not unimportant rOle in determining which syllable among 
several in long words is stressed most, and in some languages 
it has revolutionized the whole stress system. This happened with 
old Gothonio, whence in modem German, Scandinavian, and in 
the native elements of English we have the prevalent stressing of 
the root syllable, i.e. of that syllable which has the greatest 
psychological value, as in ^wishes, be-speak, etc. 

Now, it is generally said that if double forms arise like one and 
an, moi and me, the reason is that the sounds were found under 
* different phonetic conditions ’ and therefore developed differently, 
exactly as the difference between an and a or between Fr. /of 
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and fou is due to the same word being placed in one instance before 
a word beginning with a vowel and in the other before a consonant, 
that is to say, in different external conditions. But it won't do 
to identify the two things : in the latter case we really have some¬ 
thing external or mechanical, and here we may rightly use 
the expression * phonetic condition,* but the difference between 
a strongly and a weakly stressed form of the same word depends 
on something internal, on the very soul of the word. Stress is 
not what the usual way of marking it in writing and printing might 
lead us to t hink —something that hangs outside or above the 

^ord_but is at least as important an element of the word as 

the * speech sounds ’ which go to make it up. Stress alternation 
in a sentence cannot consequently be reckoned a ‘ phonetic 
condition ’ of the same order as the initial sound of the next word. 
K we say that the different treatment of the vowel seen in one 
and an or moi and me is occasioned by varying degrees of stress, 
we have ‘ explained ’ the secondary sound change only, but not 
the primary change, which is that of stress itself, and that 
change is due to the different significance of the word under varying 
circumstances, i.e. to its varying value for the purposes of the 
exchange of ideas. Over and above mechanical principles wo 
have here and elsewhere psychological principles, which no one 
can disregard with impunity. 


XIV.—§ 12. Non-phonetio Changes. 

Considerations of ease play an important part in all depart¬ 
ments of language development. It is impossible to draw a sharp 
line between phonetic and syntactic phenomena. We have what 
might be termed prosiopesis when the speaker begins, or thinks 
he begins, to articulate, but produces no audible sound till one 
or two syllables after the beginning of what he intended to say. 
This phonetically is ‘aphesis,’ but in many cases leads to the 
omission of whole words; this may become a regular speech habit, 
more particularly in the case of certain set phrases, e.g. (Good) 
morning / (Do you) aee 1 / (Will) that do? j (I shall) see you 
again thia afternoon ; Fr. {na)turMement / (Jo ne me) rappeUe 
plua, etc. 

On the other hand, we have aposiopesis if the speaker does 
not finish his sentence, either because he hesitates which word 
to employ or because he notices that the hearer has already caught 
his meaning. Hence such syntactic shortenings as at Brown a 
(house, or shop, or whatever it may be), which may then bo 
extended to other places in the sentence; the grocer a was closed 
/ 8t. Panl’a is very grand, etc. Similar abbreviations due to 

18 
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the nataral disinclination to use more circumstantial expressions 
than are necessary to convey one’s meaning are seen when, instead 
of my straw hat, one says simply my straw, if it is clear to one’s 
hearers that one is talking of a hat; thus day comes to be used 
for day pipe, return for return ticket (‘ We’d better take returns ’) 
the Haymarkei for the Haymarket Theatre, etc. Sometimes these 
shortenings become so common as to be scarcely any longer felt 
as such, e.g. rifle, landau, bugle, for rifle gun, lan^u carriage, bugle 
horn (further examples MEQ ii. 8. 9). In Maupassant {Bd Ami 
81) I find the following scrap of conversation which illustrates 
the same principle in another domain: “ Voil& six mois que je 
suis emphyi aux bureaux du chemin de fer du Nord.” “ Mais 
comment diable n’as-tu pas trouv4 mieux qu’une place d'emphyi 
au NordV'^ 

The tendency to economize effort also manifests itself when 
the general ending -er is used instead of a more sj)ecific expression : 
sleeper for sleeping-car ; bedder at college for bedmaker; speeches, 
footer, brekker (Harrow) for speech-day, footbaU, breakfast, etc. 
Thus also when some noun or verb of a vague or general meaning 
is used because one will not take the trouble to think of the exact 
expression required, very often thing (sometimes extended thingum¬ 
bob, of. Dan. tingest, G. dingsda), fV. chose, machin (even in place 
of a personal name); further, the verb do or fix (tins especially 
in America). In some cases this tendency may permanently 
affect the meaning of a common noun which has to serve so 
often instead of a specific name that at lost it acquires a special 
signification; thus, com in England = ‘ wheat,’ in Ireland = ‘ oats,’ 
in America =* ‘ maize,’ deer, orig. ‘ animal,’ Fr. herbe, now ‘ grass,’ 
etc. As many people, either from ignorance or from carelessness, 
are far from being precise in thought and expression—they “ Mean 
not, but blunder round about a meaning”—words come to be 
applied in senses unknown to former generations, and some of 
these senses may gradually become fixed and established. In 
some oases the final result of such want of precision may even be 
beneficial; thus English at first had no means of expressing 
futurity in verbs. Then it became more and more customary 
to say *he will come,’ which at first meant ‘he has the will 
to come,’ to express his future coming apart from his volition 
—thus, also, ‘ it will rain,’ etc. Similarly ‘ I shall go,’ which 

* Compare also the results of the same principle seen in acting. In 
a letter a proper name or teclmical term when first introduced is probably 
written in full and very distinctly, while afterwards it is either written 
carelessly or indicated by a mere initial. Any shorthand-writer knows 
how to utilise this principle systematically. 
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originally meant ‘I am obliged to go,’ was used in a less 
accurate way, where no obligation was thought of, and thus 
the language acquired something which is at any rate a make¬ 
shift for a future tense of the verb. But considerations of space 
prevent me from diving too deeply into questions of semantic 
change. 
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XV.—§ 1. Emotional Exaggerations. 

In the preceding chapter we have dwelt at great length on those 
changes which tend to render articulations easier and more con¬ 
venient. But, important as they are, these are nut the only changes 
that speech sounds undergo: there are other moods than that 
of ordinary listless everyday conversation, and they may lead to 
modifications of pronunciation which are different from and may 
even be in direct opposition to those mentioned or hinted at above. 
Thus, anger or other violent emotions may cauro emphatic utter¬ 
ance, in which, e.g., stops may be much more strongly aspirated 
than they are in usual quiet parlance; even French, which has 
normally unaspirated (‘ sharp ’) [t] and [k], under such circum¬ 
stances may aspirate them strongly—‘ aw tamz-voua dmct* 
Military commands are characterized by peculiar emphasizings, 
even in some cases distortions of sounds and words. Pomposity 
and consequential airs are manife.sted in the treatment of speech 
sounds as well as in other gestures. Irony, scoffing, banter, 
amiable chaffing—each different mood or temper leaves its traces 
on enunciation. Actors and orators will often use stronger articu¬ 
lations than are strictly necessary to avoid those misunderstand¬ 
ings or that unintelligibility which may ensue from slipshod or 
indistinct pronunciation.^ In short, anyone who will take careful 
note of the way in which people do really talk will find in the most 
everyday conversation as well as on more solemn occasioM the 
greatest variety of such modifications and deviations from what 
might be termed ' normal ’ pronunciation; these, however, pass 

* “ His pronunciation of some words is so distmot that an idea crossed 
me once that he might be an aotor ’* (Shaw, OaiM Bynm's ProJesHon, 66). 

m 
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unnoticed under ordinary circumstances, when the attention is 
directed exclusively to the contents and general purport of the 
spoken words. A vowel or a consonant will be m^e a trifle 
shorter or longer than usual, the lips will open a little too much, 
an [e] will approach [»] or [i], the off-glide after a final [t] will 
sound nearly as [s], the closure of a [d] will be made so loosely 
that a little air will escape and the sound therefore will bo approxi* 
mately a [8] or a weak fricative point [r], etc. Most of these 
modifications are so small that they cannot be represented by 
letters, even by those of a very exact phonetic alphabet, but they 
exist all the same, and are by no means insignificant to those who 
want to understand the real essence of speech and of linguistic 
change, for life is built up of such minutiae. The great majority 
of such alterations are of course made quite unconsciously, but 
by the side of these we must recognize that there are some 
individuals who more or less consciously affect a certain mode of 
enunciation, either from artistic motives, because they think it 
beautiful, or simply to ‘ show off ’—and sometimes such pro¬ 
nunciations may set the fashion and be widely imitated 
(cf. below, p. 292). 

Tender emotions may lead to certain lengthenings of sounds 
The intensifying effect of lengthening was noticed by A. Gill, 
Milton’s teacher, in 1621, see Jiriczek’s reprint, p. 48 : “ Atque vt 
Hebrsei, ad ampliorem vocis alicuius significationem, syllabas 
adaugent [cf. here below, Ch. XX § 9]; sic nos syllabarum tempora : 

[the diesresis denotes vowel-length] magnus, greet ingens; 
monstrus prodigiosum, mdnstnu valde prodigiosum, mddnstrua 
prodigiosum adeo vt hominem stupidet.” Cf. also the lengthening 
in the exclamation Ood/, by novelists sometimes written Oatod 
or Oord. But it is curious that the same emotional lengthening 
will sometimes affect a consonant (or first part of a diphthong) 
in a position in which otherwise we always have a short quantity; 
thus, Danish clerg 3 anen, when speaking with unction, will lengthen 
the [1] of glcede ‘ joy,’ which is ridiculed by comic writers through 
the unphonetic spelling ge-lcede ; and in the same way I find in 
Kipling (Stalky 119): “We’ll make it a be-aviijful house,’’ and in 
O. Henry (Boada of Destiny 133): “ A regular Paradise Lost for 
elegance of scenery and be-yooty of geography.’’ I suppose that 
the spellings ber-luddy and bee-luddy, which I find in recent novels, 
are meant to indicate the pronunciation [bl'-Adi], thus the exact 
counterpart of the Danish example. An unstressed vowel before 
the stressed syllable is similarly lengthened in “ Dee-lightful 
couple I ’’ (Shaw, Doctor's Dilemma 41); American girl students 
will often say ['di li/] for delicious. 
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XV.—§2. Euphony. 

It was not uncommon in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen* 
tunes to ascribe phonetic changes to a desire for euphony, a view 
which IS represented in Bopp's earliest works. But as early as 
1821 Bredsdorff says that “ people will always find that euphonious 
which they are accustomed to hear: considerations of euphony 
consequently will not cause changes in a language, but rather 
make for keeping it unchanged. Those changes which are gener¬ 
ally supposed to be based on euphony are due chiefly to conveni¬ 
ence, in some instances to care of distinctness.” This is quite 
true, but scarcely the whole truth. Euphony depends not only 
on custom, but even more on ease of articulation and on ease of 
perception: what requires intricate or difficult movements of 
the organs of speech will always be felt as cacophonous, and so 
will anything that is indistinct or blurred. But nations, as well 
as individuals, have an artistic feeling for these things in different 
degrees, and that may influence the phonetic character of a lan¬ 
guage, though perhaps chiefly in its broad features, while it may 
be difficult to point out any particular details in phonological 
history which have been thus worked upon. There can be no 
doubt that the artistic feeling is much more developed in the French 
than in the English nation, and we find in French fewer obscure 
vowels and more clearly articulated consonants than m English 
(of. also my remarks on French accent, GS § 28). 


ZV.—§ 8. Organic Influences. 

Some modifications of speech sounds are due to the fact that 
the organs of speech are used for other purposes than that of 
speaking. We all know the effect of someone trying to speak 
with his mouth full of food, or with a cigar or a pipe hanging 
between his lips and to some extent impeding their action. 
Various emotions are expressed by facial movements which may 
interfere with the production of ordinary speech sounds. A child 
that is crying speaks differently from one that is smiling or laugh¬ 
ing. A smile requires a retraction of the comers of the mouth 
and a partial opening of the Ups, and thus impedes the formation 
of that lip-closure which is an essential part of the ordinary [m]; 
hence most people when smiling will substitute the labiodental m, 
which to the ear greatly resembles the bilabial [m]. A smile will 
also often modify the front-round vowel [y] so as to make it 
approach [1]. Sweet may be right in supposing that ** the habit 
of speaking with a constant smile or grin ” is the reason for the 
Cockney unrounding of the vowel in [nau] for no. Schuchardt 
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(Z«. /• rom. Phil. 5. 314) says that in Andalusian ^ta / instead 
oteal tbe lips, under the influence of a certain emotion, are drawn 
Bcofiingly aside. Inversely, the rounding in Josu I instead of Jem / 
is due to wonder (ib.); and exactly in the same way we have 
the surprised or pitying exclamation joees I from Jtm» in Danish. 
Compare also the rounding in Dan. and G. [no ] for [ne-, ne’] (ne;, 
nein). Lundell mentions that in Swedish a caressing UUa v&n 
often becomes lyUa v6n, and I have often observed the same 
rounding in Dan. min liUe ven. Schuchardt also mentions an 
Italian [/] instead of [s] under the influence of pain or anger (mi 
duoU la iefta ; ft do uno/chiaffo) ; a Danish parallel is the frequent 
[/luti’ar] for aludder ‘ nonsense.' We are here verging on the 
subject of the sjnnbolic value of speech sounds, which will occupy 
us in a later chapter (XX). 

Observe, too, how people will pronounce under the influence 
of alcohol: the tongue is not under control and is incapable of 
accurately forming the closure necessary for [t], which therefore 
becomes [r], and the thin rill necessary for [s], which therefore 
comes to resemble [/]; there is also a general tendency to run 
sounds and syllables together.* 


ZV.—§ 4. Lapses and Blendings. 

All these deviations are due to influences from what is outside 
the sphere of language as such. But we now come to something 
of the greatest importance in the life of language, the fact, namely, 
that deviations from the usual or normal pronunciation are very 
often due to causes inside the language itself, either by lingering 
reminiscences of what has just been spoken or by anticipation of 
something that the speaker is just on the point of pronouncing. 
The process of speech is a very complicated one, and while one 
thing is being said, the mind is continually active in preparing 
what has to be said next, arranging the ideas and fashioning the 
linguistic expression in all its details. Bach word is a succession 
of sounds, and for each of these a complicated set of orders has 
to be issued from the brain to the various speech organs. Some¬ 
times these get mixed up, and a command is sent down to one 
organ a moment too early or too late. The inclination to make 
mistakes naturally increases with the number of identical or 

* Dickens, D. Cop. 2. 149 neverborrer, 160 I’mafrMd you’renorwell (ib. 
r for n: AmigoarawayBoo, Goori = Good night). | Oar Mut. Fr. 602 
lerrers. | Thackeray, Newe. 163 Wha$ that T | Anstey, Ftce F. 328 thupper, 
I ehpose, wharriplease, say tharragnin. | Meredith, R. Feverel 272 Nor a 
bir of it. 1 Walpole, Duch. of Wrex. 323-4 nonshenth, WasA the matter T | 
Galsworthy, In Ohanc. 17 cursA, unsAtood’m. Cf« also Fijn van Draat, 
ESt 84. 363 fiL 
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dmilar aoimda in close proximity. This is well known from those 
‘jaw-breaking’ tongue-tests with which people amuse them¬ 
selves in all countries and of which I need give only one typical 
specimen: 

Bhe sells seashells on the seashore i 
The shells she sells are seashells, I'm sure. 

For if she sells seashells on the seashore, 

Then I'm sure she sells seashore shells. 

If the mind is occupied with one sound while another is being 
pronounced, and thus either runs in advance of or lags behind 
what should be its immediate business, the Unguistio result may 
be of various kinds. The simplest case of influencing is assimila¬ 
tion of two contiguous sounds, which we have already considered 
from a different point of view. Next we have assimilative in¬ 
fluence on a sound at a distance, as when we lapse into she shelh 
instead of sea aheUa or she seUa; such is Fr. ehercher for older 
sercher (whence E. search) from lAt. etrcare, Dan. and G. vulgar 
ferfarU for sergeant; a curious mixed case is the pronunciation of 
transition as [trasn'siSen]: the normal development is [trssn'zi/an], 
but the voice-articulation of the two hissing sounds is reversed 
(possibly under accessory influence from the numerous words in 
which we have [trasns] with [s], and from words ending in [isan], 
such as vision, division). Further examples of such assimilation 
at a distance or consonant-harmonization (malmsey from malvesie, 
etc.) may be found in my LPh 11. 7, where there are also examples 
of the corresponding harmonizings of vowels: Fr. camarade, It. 
ugvale, Braganza, from camerade, egvale, Brigantia, etc. In Ugro- 
finnic and Turkish this harmony of vowels has been raised to 
a principle pervading the whole structure of the language, as 
seen, e.g., most clearly in the varying plural endings in Yakut 
agalar, dsdldr, ogolor, ddrolor, ‘ fathers, bears, children, muzzles.’ 

What escapes at the wrong place and causes confusion may 
be a part of the same word or of a following word * as examples 
of the latter case may be given a few of the lapses recorded in 
Hferinger and Mayer’s Verspreclien und Verlesen (Stuttgart, 1895): 
instead of saying Lateinisches Uhnuoort Meringer said Lateti- 
isches . . . and then corrected himself; paster noater instead of 
paier noater ; toenn das wesser . . . wetter wieder besaer ist. This 
phenomenon is termed in Danish cU bakke anagvendt (for anakke 
bagvendt) and in English Spoonerism, from an Oxford don, W. A 
Spooner, about whom many comic lapses are related (“ Don’t 
you ever feel a half-warmed fish ” instead of “ half-formed 
wish ”). 

The simplest and most frequently occurring lases in which 
the order for a sound is issued too early or too late are those trans- 
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positions of two sounds which the linguists term ' metathoses.' 
They occur most frequently with s in connexion with a stop (uw»p, 
uxvpa ; a$h, ax) and with r (chiefly, perhaps exclusively, the trilled 
form of the sound) and a vowel {third, OE. yridda). A more com¬ 
plicated instance is seen in Fr. triaor for Usor, thesaurum. If the 
mind does not recdize how far the vocal organs have got, the result 
may be the skipping of some sound or sounds ; this is particularly 
likely to happen when the same sound has to be repeated at some 
little distance, and we then have the phenomenon termed ' hap- 
lology,’ as in eighteen, OE. eahtatiene, and in the frequent pronun¬ 
ciation probly for probably, Fr. contrdle, idolatrie for conirerSle, 
idtdolairie, Lat. atipendium for atipipendium, and numerous similar 
instances in every language (LPh 11. 9). Sometimes a sound may 
be skipped because the mind is confused through the fact that 
the same sound has to be pronounced a little later ; thus the old 
Gothonio word for ‘ bird ’ (G. vogd, OE. fugol ; E. fowl with a 
modified meaning) is derived from the verb fly, OE. fleogan, and 
originally had some form like *fluglo (OE. had an adj. flugol) ; in 
recent times flvgelrmn (G. fltlgelmann) has become fugleman. 
It. has Federigo for Frederigo —^thus the exactly opposite result of 
what has been brought about in triaor from the same kind of mental 
confusion. 

When words are often repeated in succession, sounds from 
one of them will often creep into another, as is seen very often in 
numerals: the nasal which was found in the old forms for 7, 9 
and 10 and is still seen in E. seven, nine, ten, has no place in the 
word for 8, and accordingly we have in the ordinal ON. sjaundi, 
dtti, niundi, Hundi, but already in ON. we find dttandi by the side 
of dtti, and in Dan. the present-day forms are syvende, ottende, 
niende, tiende; in the same way O]^. had sedme, uidme, noefme, 
disme (which have all now disappeared with the exception of dime 
as a substantive). In the names of the months we had the same 
formation of a series in OFr.; aeptembre, octembre, navembre, decern- 
bre, but learned influence has reinstated octobre. G. df for older 
eilf owes its vowel to the following zwdf ; and as now the latter 
has given way to zwdlf (the vowel being rounded in consequence 
of the w) many dialects count zehn, Slf, zw6lf. Similarly, it seems 
to be due to their frequent occurrence in close contact with the 
verbal forms in -no that the Italian plural pronouns egli, die are 
extended with that ending: tglino amano, eUeno dicono. Dies 
compares the curious Bavarian wo-st bist, dem-st gehbrst, etc., in 
which the personal ending of the verb is transferred to some 
other word with which it has nothing to do (on this phenomenon 
see Herzog, Streitfragen d. roman, phil. 48, Buergei Goodwin, 
Omgangaspr. in SUdbayem 99). 
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In speaking, the mind is oooupied not only with the words 
one is already prononnoing or knows that one is going to 
pronounce, but also with the ideas which one has to ex¬ 
press but for which one has not yet chosen the linguistic 
form. In many oases two synonyms will rise to the con¬ 
sciousness at the same time, and the hesitation between them 
will often result in a compromise which contains the head 
of one and the tail of another word. It is evident that this 
process of blending is intimately related to those we have just 
been considering; see the detailed treatment in Ch. XVI § 6. 

Syntactical blends are very frequent. Hesitation between 
different from and other than will result in different than or another 
from, and similarly we occasionally find another to, different to, 
contrary than, corUrary from, opposite from, anywhere than. After 
a clause introduced by hardly or scaredy the normal conjunction 
is when, but sometimes we ^d than, because that is regular after 
the synonymous no sooner. 

XV.—§ 6. Latitude of Correctness. 

It is a natural consequence of the essence of human speech 
and the way in which it is transmitted from generation to genera¬ 
tion that we have everywhere to recognize a certain latitude of 
correctness, alike in the significations in which the words may 
be used, in syntax and in pronunciation. The nearer a speaker 
keeps to the centre of what is established or usual, the easier will 
it to understand him. If ho is ‘ eccentric ’ on one point or 
another, the result may not always be that he conveys no idea 
at all, or that he is misunderstood, but often merely that he is 
understood with some little difficulty, or that his hearers have a 
momentary feeling of something odd in his choice of words, or 
expressions or pronunciation. In many cases, when someone 
has overstepped the boundaries of what is established, his hearers 
do not at once catch his meaning and have to gather it from the 
whole context of what follows: not unfrequently the meaning 
of something you have heard as an incomprehensible string of 
syllables will suddenly fiash upon you without your knowing how 
it has happened. Msunderstandings are, of course, most liable 
to occur if words of different meaning, which in themselves would 
give sense in the same collocation, are similar in sound: in that 
case a trifling alteration of one sound, which in other words would 
create no difficulty at all, may prove pernicious. Now, what is 
the bearing of these considerations on the question of sound 
changes 1 

The latitude of correetness is very far from being the same in 
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different languages. Some sounds in each language move wit hin 
narrow boundaries, while others have a much larger field assigned 
to them; each language is punctilious in some, but not in ail 
points. Deviations which in one language would be considered 
trifling, in another would he intolerable perversions. In German, 
for instance, a wide margin is allowed for the (local and individual) 
pronunciation of the diphthong written tu or d» (in etde, trdume): 
it may begin with [o] or [oe] or even [sa, a], and it may end in [i], 
or the corresponding rounded vowel [y], or one of the mid front 
vowels, rounded or not, it does not matter much; the diphthong 
is recognized or acknowledged m many shapes, while the similar 
diphthong in English, as in toy, voice, allow a far less range of 
variation (for other examples see LPh 16. 22). 

Now, it is very important to keep in mind that there is an in¬ 
timate connexion between phonetic latitude and the significations 
of words. If there are in a language a great many pairs of words 
which are identical in sound except for, say, the difference between 
[e*] and [i*] (or between long and short [i], or between voiced [b] 
and voiceless [p], or between a high and a low tone, etc.), then 
the speakers of that language necessarily will make that distinction 
with great precision, as otherwise too many misunderstandings 
would result. If, on the other hand, no mistakes worth speaking 
of would ensue, there is not the same inducement to be careful. 
In English, and to a somewhat lesser degree in French, it is easy 
to make up long lists of pairs of words where the sole difference 
is between voice and voicelessness in the final consonant (cab cap, 
bad bat, frog frock, etc.); hence final [b] and [p], [d] and [t], [g] 
and [k] are kept apart conscientiously, while German possesses 
very few such pairs of words; in German, consequently, the 
natural tendency to make final consonants voiceless has not been 
checked, and all final stopped consonants have now become voice¬ 
less. In initial and medial position, too, there are very few ex¬ 
amples in German of the same distinction (see the lists, LPh 6. 78), 
and jihia circumstance makes us understand why Germans are 
so apt to efface the difference between [b, d, g] and [p, t, k]. On 
the other hand, the distinction between a long and a short vowel is 
kept much more effectively in German than in French, because 
in German ten or twenty times as many words would be liable to 
confusion through pronouncing a long instead of a short vowel 
or vice versa. In French no two words are kept apart by means 
of stress, as in English or German; so the rule laid down in 
grammars that the stress falls on the final syllable of the word is 
very frequently broken through for rh 3 rthmic and other reasons. 
Other similar instances might easily be advanced. 
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XV.—§ 6. Equidistant and Conyergent Changes. 

Phonetic shifts are of two kinds: the shifted sound may be 
identical with one already found in the language, or it may be a 
new sound. In the former, but not in the latter kind, fresh possi¬ 
bilities of confusions and misunderstandings may arise. Now, in 
some cases one sound (or series of sounds) marches into a position 
which has just been abandoned by another sound (or series of 
sounds), which has in its turn shifted into some other place. A 
notable instance is the old Gothonic consonant shift: Aryan 6, 
d, g cannot have become Gothonic p, (, k till after primitive p, t, k 
had already become fricatives [f, p, x (h)], for had the shift taken 
place before, intolerable confusion would have reigned in all parts 
of the vocabulary. Another instructive example is seen in the 
history of English long vowels. Not till OE. long a had been 
rounded into something like [o'] (OE. atan, ME. atoon, atom) could 
a new long a develop, chiefly through lengthening of an old short 
a in certain positions. Somewhat later we witness the great vowel¬ 
raising through which the phonetic value of the long vowels 
(written all the time in essentially the same way) has been con¬ 
stantly on the move and yet the distance between them has been 
kept, so that no confusions worth speaking of have ever occurred. 
If we here leave out of account the rounded back vowels and speak 
only of front vowels, the shift may be thus represented through 
typical examples (the first and the last columns show the spelling, 
the others the sounds): 



Middle 

English. 

Ellzabetbsa. 

Present English. 

_A_ 

(1) 

bite 

bite 

beit 

r' 

bait 

bite 

(2) 

bete 

be'to 

bi't 

bit 

beet 

(3) 

beta 

be'to 

be't 

bit 

beat 

(4) 

abate 

a'ba'te 

e'bse't 

e'beit 

abaie 


When the sound of (2) was raised into [i’], the sound of (1) 
had already left that position and had been diphthongized, and 
when the sound of (3) was raised from an open into a close e, (2) 
had already become [i ]; (4) could not become (ss ] or [e*] till 
(3) had become a comparatively close e sound. The four vowels, 
as it were, oUmbed the ladder without ever reaching each other— 
a climbing which took centuries and in each case implied inter¬ 
mediate steps not indicated in our survey. No clasUngs could 
occur so long as each category kept its distance from the sounds 
above and below, and thus we find that the Elizabethans as 
scrupulously as Chaucer kept the four classes of words apart in 
their rimes. But in the seventeenth century class (3) was raised, 
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and as no corresponding change had taken place with (2), the 
two classes have now fallen together with the single sound [i-]. 
This entails a certain number of homophones such as had not been 
created through the preceding equidistant changes. 


ZV.—$7. Homophones. 

The reader here will naturally object that the fact of new 
homophones arising through this vowel change goes against the 
theory that the necessity of certain distinctions can keep in check 
the tendency to phonetic changes. But homo])hones do not 
always imply frequent misunderstandings: some homophones 
are more harmless than others. Now, if we look at the list of the 
homophones created by this raising of the close e (MEG i. 11. 74), 
we shall soon discover that very few mistakes of any consequence 
could arise through the obliteration of the distinction between 
this vowel and the previously existing [i*]. For substantives and 
verbal forms (like bean and 6cen, beet beat, flea flee, heel heal, leek 
leak, meat meei, reed read, sea see, seam seem, steel steal), or sub¬ 
stantives and adjectives (like deer dear, leaf lief, shear sheer, we^k 
xoeak) will generally be easily distinguished by their position in 
the sentence ; nor will a plural such as feel be often mistaken for 
the singular feat. Actual misunderstandings of any importance 
are only imaginable when the two words belong to the same ' part 
of speech,’ but of such pairs we meet only few : beach beech, breach 
breech, mead meed, peace piece, peal peel, quean queen, seal ceil, 
toean ween, wheal wheel. I think the judicious reader will agree 
with me that confusions due to these words being pronounced 
in the same way will be few and far between, and one understands 
that they cannot have been powerful enough to prevent hundreds 
of other words from having their sound changed. An efifective 
prevention can only be expected when the falling together in 
so\md would seriously impair the understanding of many sentences. 

It is, moreover, interesting to note how many of the words 
which were made identical with others through this change were 
already rare at the time or have at any rate become obsolete 
since: this is true of breech, lief, meed, mete (adj.), quean, weal, 
wheal, ween and perhaps a few others. Now, obsolescence of some 
words is always found in connexion with such convergent sound 
changes. In some cases the word had already become rare before 
the change in sound took place, and then it is obvious that it cannot 
have offered serious resistance to the change that was setting in. 
In other cases the dying out of a word must be looked upon as 
a consequence of the sound change which had actually taken place. 
Many scholars are now inclined to see in phonetic coalescence 
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one of the chief reasons why words fall into disuse, see, e.g., 
liebisch (FBB XXIII, 228, many German examples in 0. Weise, 
Unaere Mutterspr., 3d ed., 206) and Gilli^ron, La faiUite de V6ty- 
mologie phorUtiqw (Nouveville, 1919—a book whose sensational 
title is hardly justified by its contents). 

The drawbacks of homophones^ are counteracted in various 
wa^. Very often a synonym steps forward, as when lad or boy 
is used in nearly all English dialects to supplant aon, which has 
become identical in sound with sun (of. above p. 120, a childish 
instance). Very often it becomes usual to avoid misunderstand¬ 
ings through some addition, as when we say the sole of her foot, 
because her aole might be taken to mean her aoul, or when the 
French say undid coudre or undid jouer (cf. E. miniater of rdigUm 
and cabinet miniater, the right-hand corner, the aubj^-matter, 
where the same expedient is used to obviate ambiguities arisen 
from other causes). Chinese, of course, is the classical example 
of a language abounding in homophones caused by convergent 
sound changes, and it is highly interesting to study the various 
ways in which that language has remedied the resulting draw¬ 
backs, see, e.g., B. Karlgren, Ordet och pennan i Mittena rike (Stock¬ 
holm, 1918), p. 49 ff. But on the whole we must say that the ways 
in which these phonetic inconveniences are counteracted are the 
same as those in which speakers react against misimderstandings 
arising from semantic or syntactic causes: as soon as they perceive 
that their meaning is not apprehended they turn their phrases in 
a different way, choosing some other expression for their thought, 
and by this means language is gradually freed from ambiguity. 

* The inoonvenienoes arising from havmg many homop! tones in a longoM 
are eloquently set forth by Robert Bridges, On Englith Homophonea (S.F.E., 
Oxford, 1919)—^but I would not subsonbe to all the Laureate’s views, least 
of all to his praotioal suggestions and to his unjustifiable attacks on some 
very meritonous English phoneticians. He seems also to exaggerate the 
dangers, e.g. of the two words know and no having the same sound, when 
he says (p. 22) that unless a vowel like that in law be restored to the negative 
no, “I would judge that the verb to know is doomed. The third person 
shigulor of its present tense is nose, and its past tense is new, and the whole 
inconvenience is too radical and perpetual to be received all over the world." 
But surely the rCle of these words in connected speech is so diSerent, and 
is nearly always made so clear by the context, that it is very difficult to 
imagine real sentences in which there would be any serious change of mis- 
takmg know for no, or knows tor note, or knew for new. I repeat: it is not 
homophony as such—the phenomenon shown in the long lists lexicographers 
con draw up of words of the same sound—that is deoinve, but the chances 
of mistakes in connected speech. It has been disputed whether the loss 
of Or. humeta, ' ye,' was due to its identity in sound with Asmets, ' we'; 
Hatsidskis says that the new formation eaeta is earlier than the falling 
together of e and u [y] in the sound [i]. But according to Dieterich and 
0. D. Buck {Olaaaieal Philology, 9. 90, 1914) the confuson of « and s or s 
dates back to the second century. Anyhow, all confusion is now obviated, 
for both the first and the second persons pi. have new forms which ore 
unambiguous: emsfs and eaeta or sets. 
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XV.-—5 8. SigniflcatiTO Sounds preserved. 

My contention that the significative side of language has in 
BO far exercised an influence on phonetic development that the 
possibility of many misunderstandings may effectually check 
the coalescence of two hitherto distinct sounds should not bo 
identified with one of the tenets of the older school (Curtius in¬ 
cluded) against which the ‘ young grammarians ’ raised an 
emphatic protest, namely, that a tendency to preserve signi¬ 
ficative sounds and syllables might produce exceptions to the 
normal course of phonetic change. Delbrtick and his friends may 
be right in much of what they said against Curtius—for instance, 
when he explained the retention of i in some Greek optative forms 
through a consciousness of the original meaning of this suffix; but 
their denial waa in its way just as exaggerated as his affirmation. 
It cannot justly be urged against the influence of signification that 
a preservation of a sound on that account would only be imagin¬ 
able on the supposition that the speaker was conscious of a 
threatened soimd change and wanted to avoid it. One need not 
suppose a speaker to be on his guard against a ' sound law *: 
the only thing required is that he should feel, or bo made to feel, 
that he is not understood when he speaks indistinctly; if on that 
account he has to repeat his words he will naturally bo careful 
to pronounce the sound he has skipped or slurred, and may even 
be tempted to exaggerate it a little. 

There do not seem to be many quite unimpeachable examples 
of words which have received exceptional phonetic treatment to 
obviate misunderstandings arising from bomophony; other explana¬ 
tions (analogy from other forms of the same word, etc.) can gener¬ 
ally be alleged more or less plausibly. But this does seem to be 
the easiest explanation of the fact that the E. preposition on has 
always the full vowel [o], though in nine cases out of ten it is weakly 
stressed and though all the other analogous prepositions {to, for, 
of, at) in the corresponding weak positions in sentences are gener- 
cdly pronounced with the * neutral ’ vowel [a]. But if on were 
similarly pronounced, ambiguity woiild very often result from its 
phonetic identity with the weak forms of the extremely frequent 
little words an (the indefinite article) and and (possibly also in), 
not to mention the great number of [enjs in words like drunken, 
shaken, deepen, etc., where the forms without -en also exist. With 
the preposition upon the same considerations do not hold good, 
hence the frequency of the pronunciation [apan] in weak position. 
Considerations of clearness have also led to the disuse of the for¬ 
merly frequent form o (o*) which was the ‘ natural ’ development 
of each of the two prepositions on and of. The form written a 
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Borvives only in some fossilized combinations like ashore; in 
mveral others it has now disappeared {set the dock going, formerly 
cooing, etc.). 

Sometimes, when all ordinary words «ce affected by a certain 
sound change, some words prove refractory because in their case 
the old sound is found to be more expressive than the new one. 
When the long E. [i*] was diphthongized into [ai], the words pipe 
and whine ceased to be good echoisms, but some dialects have 
pup ‘ complain,’ which keeps the old sound of the former, and 
the Irish say whun (Joyce, English as we speak U in Irdand, 103). 
In squeeze the [i ] soimd has been retained as more expressive— 
the earlier form was squize; and the same is the case with some 
words meaning ‘ to look narrowly ’: peer, puk, kuk, earlier pire, 
pike, kike (of. Dan. pippe, kikke, kige, G. Jdeken)} In the same 
way, when the old [a*] was changed into [c, ei], the word gape 
ceased to be expressive (as It is still in Dan. gabe), but in popular 
speech the tendency to raise the vowel was resisted, and the old 
sound [ga'p] persisted, spelt garp as a London form in 1817 (Ellis, 
EEP V. 228} and still common in many dialects (see gaup, garp 
in EDD); Professor Hempl told me that [ga p] was also a common 
pronunciation in America. In the chapter on Sound Symbolism 
(XX) we shall see some other instances of exceptional phonetic 
treatment of symbolic words (especially tiny, teeny, little, cuckoo). 

ZV.—§ 9. Diveii^t Changes and Analogy. 

Besides equidistant and convergent sound changes we have 
divergent changes, through which sounds at one time identical 
have separated themselves later. This is a mere consequence of 
the fact that it is rare for a sound to be changed equally in all 
positions in which it occurs. On the contrary, one must admit 
that the vast majority of sound changes are conditioned by some 
such circumstance as influence of neighbouring sounds, position 
as initial, medial or final (often with subdivisions, as position 
between vowels, etc.), place in a strongly or weakly stressed 
syllable, and so forth. One may take as example some familiar 
imtanoes from French: Latin c (pronounced [k]), is variously 
treated before o {corpu8> corps), a {canem> chien), and e {centum 
> cent); in amieum> ami it has totally disappeared. Lat. a 

^ The NED has not arrived at this explanation; it says: “Peer is not 
a phonetio development of pire, and cannot, so far as is at present known, 
be formally identified with that word ’*; “ the verbs keek, peek, and peep 
are app. closely allied to each other. Kike and pike, as earlier forms of 
keek and peek, occur in Chaucer; pepe, peep is of later appearance. . . . 
The phonetio relations between the forms pike, peek, peak, are as yet un* 
axpkwedi” 
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beooiDes e in a stressed open syllable {natum > tii), except before 
a nasal {amat>aime ); but after e we have a different treatment 
(canem> chitn), and in a close syllable it is kept (arborem 
> arkrt ); in weak syllables it is kept initially {amorem> amour), 
but becomes [o] (spelt t) finally (bona> bonne). This enumeration 
of the chief rules will serve to show the far-reaching differentia¬ 
tion which in this ^y may take place among words closely 
related as parts of the same paradigm or family of words; 
thus, for I^t. ofito, atnaa, anuU, amamua, amatis, amarU we get 
OFr. aim, aimes, aime, amona, amez, aiment, until the discrepancy 
is removed through analogy, and we get the regular modern 
forms aime, aimea, aime, aimons, aimez, aiment. The levelling ten¬ 
dency, however, is not strong enough to affect the initial a in 
amour and amarU, which are felt as less closely connected with 
the verbal forms. What were at first only small differences may 
in coarse of time become greater through subsequent changes, as 
when the difference between/eei and feU, keep and kept, etc., which 
was originally one of length only, became one of vowel quality 
as weU, through the raising of long [e*] to [i*], while short [c] was 
not raised. And thus in many other cases. Different nations 
differ greatly in the degree in which they permit differentiation of 
cognate words; most nations resent any differentiation in initial 
sounds, while the Kelts have no objection to ‘ the same word ’ 
having as many as four different beginnings (for instance d-, 
nr, rihr) according to circumstances. In Icelandic the word for 
* other, second ’ has for centuries in different cases assumed 
such different forms as annarr, dnnur, Sbrum, ahnr, forms which 
in the other Scandinavian languages have been levelled down. 

It is a natural consequence of the manner in which phono¬ 
logy is usually investigated and represented in manuals of historical 
grammar—^which start with some old stage and follow the various 
changes of each sound in later stages—^that these divergent changes 
have attracted nearly the sole attention of scholars; this has 
led to the prevalent idea that sound laws and analogy are the two 
opposed principles in the life of languages, the former tending 
always to destroy regularity and harmony, and the latter recon¬ 
structing what would without it be chaos and confusion.' 


> Sm, for instance, the following strong expressions: _ ** Une langm 
eet sans cesse rong4e et menao4e de ruine par I’oction des lois phon^tiquee, 
qoi, livrdes A elles-mSmes, op4reraient avec une rdgularitA fatale et dAeagrA- 
geraient le systAme grammatical. . . . Heureusement I’analogie (e’est ainsi 
qu’on ddsigne la tendance inconsciente A conserver ou recrier ce que les 
lois phonAtiquse menacent on ditruisent) a peu A peu effacA ces dilTArences « • • 
il s*^t d’une per^tuelle dAgradation due aux changements phonAtiquee 
aveuglee, et qui eat toujours ou prAvenue on rAparAe par une rAcxganisatioa 
parwAle du systAme *’ (Bally, Lv 44 f.). 

19 
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This view, however, is too rigorous and does not take into 
aocount the manysidedness of linguistic life. It is not every 
irregularity that is due to the operation of phonetic laws, as we 
have in all languages many survivals of the confused manner in 
which ideas were arranged and expressed in the mind of primitive 
man. On the other hand, there are many phonetic changes which 
do not increase the number of existing irregularities, but make 
for regularity and a simpler system through abolishing phonetic 
distinctions which had no semantic or functional value; such 
are, for instance, those convergent changes of unstressed vowels 
which have simplified the English flexional system (Ch. XIV § 10 
above). And if we were in the habit of looking at linguistic change 
from the other end, tracing present sounds back to former sounds 
instead of beginning with antiquity, we should see that convergent 
changes are just as frequent as divergent ones. Indeed, many 
changes may be counted under both heads; an a, which is dis¬ 
sociated from other a’s through becoming e, is identified with 
and from henceforth shares the destiny of other e’s, etc. 

ZV.—§ 10. Extension of Sound Laws. 

If a phonetic change has given to some words two forms without 
any di [Terence in signification, the same alternation may be ex¬ 
tended to other cases in which the sound in question has a different 
origin (‘ phonetic analogy ’). An undoubted instance is the un- 
historic r in recent English. When the consonantal [r] was 
dropped finally and before a consonant while it was retained before 
a vowel, and words like better, here thus came to have two forms 
[beta, hia] and [betar (of), hiar (an fie'a)] better off, here and there, 
the same alternation was transferred to words like idea, drama 
[ai'dia, dra ma], so that the sound [r] is now very frequently inserted 
before a word beginning with a vowel: Vd no idea-T-of this, a 
drama-T-of Ibsen (many references MEG i. 13. 42). In French 
final t and s have become mute, but are retained before a vowel: 
il est [c] venu, il eat [et] arrivi ; lea [le] femmea, lea [lez] hommea ; 
and now vulgar speakers will insert [t] or [z] in the wrong 
place between vowels: pa-t aasez, faUai-t icrire, avant-z-hier, 
moi-z-auaai ; this is called ‘ cuir ’ or * velours.* 

In course of time a ‘ phonetic law ’ may undergo a kind of 
metamorphosis, being extended to a greater and greater number 
of combinations. As regards recent times we are sometimes 
able to trace such a gradual development. A case in point is 
the dropping of [j] in [ju*] after certain consonants in English 
[see MEG i. 13, 7). It ^gan with r as in true, rude ; next came 
I when preceded by a consonant, as in blue, clue ; in these oases 
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[j] ia never heard. But after I not preceded by another consonant 
there ia a good deal of vacillation, thus in Lucy, abaoltUe ; after 
[s, z] as in Susan, resume there is a strong tendency to suppress [j], 
though this pronunciation has not yet prevailed,^ and after [t, d, n], 
as in tune, due, new, the suppression is in Britain only found in vulgar 
speakers, while in some parts of the United States it is heard from 
educated speakers as well. In the speech of these the sound law 
may be said to attack any [ju*] after any point consonant, while 
it will have to be formulated in various less comprehensive terms 
for British speakers belonging to older or younger generations. 
It is extremely difficult, not to say impossible, to reconcile such 
occurrences with the orthodox * young grammarian ’ theory of 
sound changes being due to a shifting of the organic feeling or 
motor sensation (verschiebung des bewegungsgefiihls) which is 
supposed to have necessarily taken place wherever the same sound 
was under the same phonetic conditions. For what are hero the 
same phonetic conditions 1 The position after r, after I com¬ 
binations, after 2 even when standing alone, after all point con¬ 
sonants ? Each generation of English speakers will give a 
different answer to this question. Now, it is highly probable that 
many of the comprehensive prehistoric sound changes, of which 
we see only the final result, while possible intermediate stages 
evade our inquiry, have begun in the same modest way as the 
transition from [ju*] to [u*] in English : with regard to them we 
are in exactly the same position as a man who had heard only 
such speakers as say consistently [tru*, ru'd, blu*, lu'si, su'zn, 
ri'zu'm, tu'n, du*, nu*] and who would then naturally suppose 
that [j] in the combination [ju*] had been dropped all at once 
after any point consonant. 

XV.— § 11. Spreading o! Sound Change. 

Sound laws (to retain provisionally that firmly established 
term) have by some linguists, who rightly reject the comparison 
with natural laws (e.g. Meringer), been compared rather with the 
* laws ’ of fashion in dress. But I think it is important to make 
a distinction here: the comparison with bishions throws no light 
whatever on the question how sound changes originate —it can tell 
us nothing about the first impulse to drop [j] in certain positions 
before [u*] *, but the comparison is valid when we come to consider 
the question how such a change when first begun in one individual 
spreads to other individuals. While the former question has been 

* Some speakers will say [su*] in Susan, supreme, superstition, but will 
take care to pronounce [sju*] m suit, sue. Others are more oonsistent one 
way or the other. 
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dealt with at some length in the preceding investigation, it now 
remains for us to say something about the latter. The spreading 
of phonetic change, as of any other Imguistic change, is due to 
imitation, conscious and unconscious, of the speech habits of 
other people. We have already met with imitation in the chapters 
dealing with the child and with the influence exerted by foreign 
languages. But man is apt to imitate throughout the whole of 
his life, and this statement applies to his language as much as to 
his other habits. What he imitates, in this as in other flelds, is 
not always the best; a real valuation of what would be linguis¬ 
tically good or preferable does not of course enter the head of 
the ‘man in the street.’ But he may imitate what he thinks 
pretty, or funny, and especially what he thinks characteristic of 
those people whom for some reason or other he looks up to. 
Imitation is essentially a social phenomenon, and if people do not 
always imitate the best (the best thing, the best pronunciation), 
they will generally imitate ‘their betters,’ i.e. those that are 
superior to them—^in rank, in social position, in wealth, in every¬ 
thing that is thought enviable. What constitutes this superiority 
cannot be stated once for all; it varies according to surroundings, 
age, etc. A schoolboy may feel tempted to imitate a rough, swag¬ 
gering boy a year or two older than himself rather than his teachers 
or parento, and in later life he may And other people worthy of 
imitation, according to his occupation or profession or individual 
taste. But when he does imitate he is apt to imitate everything, 
even sometimes things that are not worth imitating. In this way 
Percy, in Henty IV, Second Part, n. 3. 24— 

wu indeed the gluse 

Wherein the noble youth did dreese themseluee. 

He had no legges, that practic’d not hia gate. 

And speaking thicke * {which Nature made his blemish) 

Became the accents of the valiant. 

For those that amid speake low and tardily. 

Would (uma (heir owne perjection to abuse, 

To aume like him. So that tn speech, in gate . . . 

He waa the marke, and glaaae, coppy, and booke, 

That faahion’d othera. 

The spreading of a new pronunciation through imitation must 
necessarily take some time, though the process may in some 
instances be fairly rapid. In some historical instances we are 
able to see how a new sound, taking its rise in some particular part 
of a country, spreads gradually like a wave, until finally it has 
pervaded the whole of a linguistic area. It cannot become uni¬ 
versal all at once; but it is evident that the more natural a new 

^ I.e. *' With ooafuMd and indiatinot articulation; alao, wltii a huaky 
or boarae voice ”—NED. 
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mode of pronunciation seems to members of a particular speech 
community, the more readily will it be accepted and the more 
rapid will be its diffusion. Very often, both when the new pro¬ 
nunciation is easier and when there are special psychological 
inducements operating in one definite direction, the new form 
may originate independently in different individuals, and that of 
course will facilitate its acceptation by others. But as a rule a 
new pronimciation does not become general except after many 
attempts: it may have arisen many times and have died out 
again, xmtil finally it finds a fertile soil in which to take firm root. 
It may not be superfluous to utter a warning against a fallacy which 
is found now and then in linguistic works: when some Danish 
or English document, say, of the fifteenth century contains a 
spelling indicative of a pronunciation which we should call 
‘ modern,’ it is hastily concluded that people in those days spoke 
in that respect exactly as they do now, whatever the usual sp(>lling 
and the testimony of much later grammarians may indicate to 
the contrary. But this is far from certain. The more isolated 
such a spelling is, the greater is the probability that it shows 
not hing but an individual or even momentary deviation from 
what was then the common pronunciation—the first swallow ‘ who 
found with horror that he’d not brought spring.’ 

XV. —§12. Reaction. 

Even those wbo have no linguistic training will have some 
apperception of sounds as such, and will notice regular correspon¬ 
dences, and even occasionally exaggerate them, thereby produc¬ 
ing those ‘ hypercorrect ’ forms which are of specially frequent 
occurrence when dialect speakers try to use the ‘ received stan¬ 
dard ’ of their country. The psychology of this process is well 
brought out by B. I. Wheeler, who relates {Transact. Am. Philol. 
Asa. 32. 14, 1901 ; I change his symbols into my own phonetic 
notation): “ In my own native dialect I pronounced new as [nu’]. 
I have found myself in later years inclined to say [nju*], especially 
when speaking carefully and particularly in public; so also 
[tju’zdi] Tuesday. There has developed itself in connexion with 
these and other words a dual sound-image [u* : ju*] of such validity 
that whenever [u*] is to be formed after a dental [alveolar] ex¬ 
plosive or nasal, the alternative [ju‘] is likely to present itself and 
create the effect of momentary uncertainty. Less frequently than 
in new, Tuesday, the [j] intrudes itself in tune, duty, due, dew, tumour, 
tube, tutor, etc.; but under special provocation I am liable to use 
it in any of these, and have even caught myself, when in a m<^ 
of uttearmost precision, passing beyond the bounds of the imitative 
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adoption of the new sound into self-annexed territory, and oreat- 
ing [dju'] do and [tju*] two*' One more instance from America 
may given: *' In the dialect of Missouri and the neighbouring 
States, final a in such words as America, Arizona, Nevada becomes 
y — Amerky, Arizony, Nevady. All educated people in that region 
carefully correct this vulgarism out of their speech; and many 
of them carry the correction too far and say Miaaonra, praira, etc.'* 
(Sturtevant, LCH 79). Similarly, many Irish people, noticing 
that refined English has [i'] in many cases where they have [e*] 
(tea, aea, pkaae, etc.) adopt [i*] in these words, and transfer it 
erroneously to words like great, pear, bear, etc. (MEG i. 11. 73); 
they may also, when correcting their own or into er, in such words 
as learn, go too far and speak of derning a stocking (Joyce, English 
as we speak it in Ireland, 93). Cf. from England such forms as 
ruing, certing, for min, certain. 

From Germany I may mention that Low German speakers 
desiring to talk High German are apt to say zeller instead of teller, 
because High German in many words has z for their t (zaM, zahm, 
etc.), and that those who in their native speech have j for g 
(Berlin, etc., etne jute jebratene jans ist eine jute jabe jottes) 
will sometimes, when trying to talk correctly, say getzt, gcUhr for 
jetzt, jakr.^ 

It will be easily seen that such hypercorrect forms are closely 
related to those ‘ spelling pronunciations ’ which become frequent 
when there is much reading of a language whose spelling is not 
accurately phonetic; the nineteenth century saw a great numbo: 
of them, and their number is likely to increase in this century-^ 
especially among social upstarts, who are always fond of showing 
oS their new-gained superiority in this and similar ways. But 
they need not detain us here, as being really foreign to our subject, 
the natural development of speech sounds. I only wish to point 
out that many forms which are apparently due to influence from 
spelling may not have their origin exdusively from that source, 
but may be genuine archaic forms that have been preserved 
through purely oral tradition by the side of more worn-down 
forms of the same word. For it must be admitted that two or 
three forms of the same word may coexist and be used according 
to the more or less solemn style of utterance employed. Even 

* Even in apeaking a foreign language one may oneonaoioualy apply 
phonetic rarreapondences; a countrjrman of mine thua told me that he 
once, in hia angor at being charged an exorbitant price for aomething, ex¬ 
claimed : " Daa sind dooh unblaue preiae I "—coining in the hurry the word 
unblaue for the Danish ubht (shameless), because the negative prefix im- 
correaponda to Dan. u-, and a« very often stands in Qerman where Daa. 
has « {haua « hua, etc.). On hearing his «wn words, however, he imme 
diately saw his mistake and bunt out laughing 
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among sa^tges, who are unacquainted with the art of writing, 
we are told that archaic forma of speech are often kept up and 
remembered as parts of old songs only, or as belonging to solemn 
rites, cults, etc. 


XV.—§ 13. Sound Laws and Etymological Science. 

In this and the preceding chapter I have tried to pass in review 
the various circumstances which make for changes in the phonetic 
structure of languages. My treatment is far from exhaustive and 
may hav^ other defects; but I want to point out the fact that 
nowhere have I found any reason to accept the theory that sound 
changes always take place according to rigorous or * blind ’ laws 
admitting no exceptions. On the contrary, I have found many 
indications that complete consistency is no more to be expected 
from human beings in pronunciation than in any other sphere. 

It is very often said that if sound laws admitted of exceptions 
there would be no possibility of a science of etymology. Thus 
Curtius wrote as early as 1858 (as quoted by Oertel 269): “ If 
the history of language really showed such sporadic aberrations, 
such pathological, wholly irrational phonetic malformations, we 
should have to give up all etymologizing. For only that whic^h 
is governed by law and reducible to a coherent system can form 
the object of scientific investigation-, whatever is due to chance 
may at best be guessed at, but will never yield to scientific infer¬ 
ence.” In his practice, however, Curtius was not so strict as bis 
followers. Leskien, one of the recognized leaders of the ‘ young 
grammarians,* says (Deklination, xxvii): “ If exceptions are 

admitted at will (abweiohungen), it amounts to declaring that 
the object of examination, language, is inaccessible to scientific 
comprehension.” Since then, it has been repeated over and over 
again that without strict adherence to phonetic laws etymological 
science is a sheer impossibility, and sometimes those who have 
doubted the existence of strict laws in phonology have been looked 
upon as obscurantists adverse to a scientific treatment of lan¬ 
guage in general, although, of course, they did not believe that 
everything is left to chance or that they were free to put forward 
purely arbitrary exceptions. 

There are, however, many instances in which it is hardly 
possible to deny etymological connexion, though * the phonetic 
laws are not observed.’ Is not Gothic cago with its voiced conso¬ 
nants evidently ‘ the same word ’ as E. cuih, G. asche, Dan. aske, 
with their voiceless consonants f G. neffe with short vowel must 
nevertheless be identical with MHG. neve, OHG. nevo ; E. pebble 
with OE. papal ; resene with ME. rescowe; flagon with "Ft. flaeon. 
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though each of these words contains deviations from what we 
find in other cases. It is hard to keep apart two similar forms 
for ‘ heart,’ one with initial gh in Skt. hrd and Av. ztred-, and 
another with initial It in Gr. kardia, ker, Lat. cor, Goth. ^Irto, 
etc. The Greek ordinals hibdomoa, dgdooa have voiced consonants 
over against the voiceless combinations in heptd, okto, and yet 
cannot be separated from them. All this goes to show (and many 
more cases might be instanced) that there are in every language 
words so similar in sound and signification that they cannot be 
separated, though they break the * sound laws ’: in such cases, 
where etymologic are too palpable, even the strictest scholars 
momentarily forget their strictness, maybe with great reluctance 
and in the secret hope that some day the reason for the deviation 
may be discovered and the principle thus be maintained. 

Instead of exacting strict adherence to sound laws everywhere 
as the basis of any etymologizing, it seems therefore to be in better 
agreement with common sense to say: whenever an etymology 
is not palpably evident, whenever there is some difficulty because 
the compared words are either too remote in sound or in sense or 
belong to distant periods of the same language or to remotely 
related languages, your etymology cannot be reckoned as proved 
unless you have shown by other strictly parallel cues that the 
sound in question has been treated in exactly the same way in the 
same language. This, of course, applies more to old than to modem 
periods, and we thus see that while in living languages accessible 
to direct observation we do not find sound laws observed without 
exceptions, and though we must suppose that, on account of the 
essential similarity of human psychology, conditions have been 
the same at all periods, it is not unreasonable, in giving etymo¬ 
logies for words from old periods, to act as if sound changes followed 
strict laws) admitting no exceptions; this is simply a matter of 
proof, and really amounts to this: where the matter is doubt¬ 
ful, we must require a great degree of probability in that field 
which allows of the simplest and most easily controllable formulas, 
namely the phonetic field. For here we have comparatively 
definite phenomena and are consequently able with relative ease 
to compute the possibilities of change, while this is infinitely more 
difficult in the field of significations. The possibilities of semantic 
change are so manifold that the only thing generally required 
when the change is not obvious is to show some kind of parallel 
change, which need not even have taken place in the same lan¬ 
guage or group of languages, while with regard to sounds the 
corresponding changes must have occurred in the same language 
and at the same period in order for the evidence to be sufficient to 
establish the etymology in question. 
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It would perhaps be best if linguists entirely gave up the habit 
of speaking about phonetic * laws/ and instead used some such 
expression as phonetic formulas or rules. But if we are to keep 
the word ‘ law/ we may with some justice think of the use of 
that word in juridical parlance. When we read such phrases as: 
this assumption is against phonetic laws, or, phonetic laws do not 
allow ns this or that etymology, or, the writer of some book under 
review u guilty of many transgressions of established phonetic 
laws, etc., such expressions cannot help suggesting the idea that 
phonetic laws resemble paragraphs of some criminal law. We 
may formulate the principle in something like the following way: 
If in the etymologies you propose you do not observe these rules, 
if, for instance, you venture to make Gr. kaUo = E. call in spite 
of the fact that Gr. k in other words corresponds to E. h, then 
you incur the severest pimishmcnt of science, your etymology is 
rejected, and you yourself are put outside the pale of serious 
students. 

In another respect phonetic laws may be compared with what 
we might call a Darwinian law in soology, such as this: the fore- 
limbs of the common ancestor of mammals have developed into 
flippers in whales and into hands in apes and men. Dio simi¬ 
larity between both kinds of laws is not inconsiderable. A micro¬ 
scopic examination of whales, even an exact investigation by 
means of the eye alone, will reveal innumerable little deviations: 
no two flippers are exactly alike. And in the same way no two 
persons speak in exactly the same way. But the fact that we 
cannot in detail account for each of these nuances should not 
make us doubt that they are developed in a perfectly natural 
way, in accordance with the great law of causality, nor should we 
despair of the possibility of scientific treatment, even if some 
of the flippers and some of the sounds are not exactly what we 
should expect. A law of fore-limb development can only be 
deduced through such observation of many flippers as will single 
out what is typical of whales’ flippers, and then a comparison 
with the typical fore-limbs of their ancestors or of their congeners 
among existing mammals And in the same way we do not find 
laws of phonetic development until, after leaving what can be 
examined as it were microscopically, we go on telescopically to 
examine languages which are far removed from each other in 
space or time: then small differences disappear, and we discover 
nothing but the great lines of a regular evolution which is the 
outcome of an infinite number of small movements in many 
different directions. 
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ZV.—§14. Condoslon. 

It has been one of the leading thonghts in the two chapters 
devoted to the causes of linguistic change that phonetic changes, 
to be fully understood, should not bo isolated from other changes, 
for in actual linguistic life we witness a constant interplay of 
sound and sense. Not only should each sound change be always 
as far as possible seen in connexion with other sound changes 
going on in the same period in the same language (as in the great 
▼owel-raising in English), but the efFects on the speech material 
as a whole should in each case be investigated, so os to show what 
homophones (if any) were produced, and what dan^r they 
entailed to the understanding of natural sentences. Sounds 
should never be isolated from the words in which they occur, nor 
words from sentences. No hard-and-fast boundary can be drawn 
between phonetic and non-phonetio changes. The psychological 
motives for both kinds of changes are the same in many cases, 
and the way in which both kinds spread through imitation is 
absolutely identical: what was said on this subject above (§11) 
applies without the least qualification to any linguistic change, 
whether in sounds, in grammatical forms, in syntax, in the signi¬ 
fication of words, or in the adoption of new words and dropping 
of old ones. 

We shall here finally very briefly consider something which 
plays a certain port in the development of language, but which 
has not been adequately dealt with in what precedes, namely, 
the desire to play with language. We have dready met with 
the effects of playfulness in one of the chapters devoted to children 
(p. 148): here we shall see that the same tendency is also powerful 
in the language of grown-up people, though most among young 
people. There is a certain exuberance which will not rest con¬ 
tented with traditional expressions, but finds amusement in the 
creation and propagation of new words and in attaching new 
meanings to old words: this is the exact opposite of that linguistic 
poverty which we found was at the bottom of auch minimum 
languages as Pidgin-English. We find it in the wealth of pet- 
names which lovers have for each other and mothers for their 
children, in the nicknames of schoolboys and of ‘ pals ’ of later 
life, as well as in the perversions of ordinary words which at times 
become the fashion among small sets of people who are constantly 
thrown together and have plenty of spare time ; cf. also the ‘ little 
language’ of Swift and Stella. Most of these forms of speech 
have a nurow range and have only an ephemeral existence, but 
in the world of slang the same tendencies are constantly at work. 

Slang words are often confused with vulgarisms, though the 
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two things ore really diffmnt. The vulgar tongue is a class 
dialect, and a vulgarism is an element of the normal speech of 
low-class people, just as ordinary dialect words are elements of 
the natural speech of peasants in one particular district; slang 
words, on the other hand, are words used in conscious contrast 
to the natural or normal speech: they can be found in all classes 
of society in certain moods, and on certoin occasions when a 8|x?aker 
wants to avoid the natural or normal word because he thinks it 
too flat or uninteresting and wants to achieve a different effect 
by breaking loose from the ordinary expression. A vulgarism is 
what vrill present itself at once to the mind of a person belonging 
to one particular class; a slang word is something that is wilfully 
substituted for the first word that will present itself. The dis¬ 
tinction will perhaps appear most clearly in the case of grammar : 
if a man says them boys instead of those boys, or knowed instead of 
knew, these are the normal forms of his language, and he knows 
no better, but the educated man looks down upon these forms 
as vulgar. Inversely, an educated man may amuse himself now 
and then by using forms which ho perfectly well knows are not 
the received forms, thus untnJb from wink, collode from collide, 
pravjght from precudi (on the analogy of taught) ; “ We handshook 
and candlestuek, as somebody said, and went to bed ” (H. James). 
But, of course, slang is more productive in the lexical than in the 
grammatical portion of language. And there is something that 
makes it difiScult in practice always to keep slang and vulgar speech 
apart, namely, that when a person wants to leave the beaten path 
of normal language he is n^< always particular os to the source 
whence he takes his unusual words, and he may therefore some¬ 
times take a vulgar word and raise it to the dignity of a slang word. 

A slang word is at first individual, but may through imitation 
become fashionable In certain sets; after some time it may either 
be accepted by everybody as part of the normal language, or else, 
more frequently, be so hackneyed that no one finds pleasure in 
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Bhortened into Hhe ragt and I suspect that the verb to rag^ * to scold, 
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unexpected expreeaion, and therefore often is merely eocentrio 
or funny (sometimes only would-be comic), poetry looks higher 
and craves abiding beauty—beauty in thought as well as 
beauty in form, the latter obtained, among other things, by 
rhythm, alliteration, rime, and harmonious variety of vowel 
sounds. 

In some countries these forms tend to become stereotyped, 
and then may to some extent kill the poetic spirit, poetry becoming 
artificiality instMd of art; the later Skaidic poetry may serve 
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vailing nowadays in Greece and in Southern India may serve as 
a warning. Space forbids me more than a bare mention of this 
topic, which would deserve a much fuller treatment; for details 
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and G. V. Ramamurti, A Memorandum on Modem Telugu, 
Madras, 1913. 
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ETYMOLOGY 

{ 1. Achievements. §2. Doubtful Cases. | 3. Facts, not Fancies. (4. Hope 
§ 5. Requirements. { 6. Blendings. § 7. Echo Words. f 8. Some 
Conjunctions. { 9. Object of Etymology. { 10. Reconstruction. 

XVL—$1. Achievements. 

Few things have been more often quoted in works on linguistics 
than Voltaire’s mot that in etymology vowels count for nothing 
and consonants for very little. But it is now said just as often 
that the satire might be justly levelled at the pseudo-scientific 
etymology of the eighteenth century, but has no application to our 
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persevering work must lead to reliable results ” (H. Schrbder, 
Ablaviatudim, 1910, X; cf. above. Max MUller and Whitney, p. 89). 

There is no denying that much has been achieved, but it is 
equally true that a skeptical mind cannot fail to be struck with 
the uncertainty of many proposed explanations: very often 
scholars have not got beyond ‘ happy thoughts,’ many of which 
have not even been happy enough to have been accepted by 
anybody except their first perpetrators. From English alone, 
which for twelve hundred years has had an abundant written 
literature, and which has been studied by many eminent linguists, 
who have had many sister-languages with which to com¬ 
pare it, it would be an easy matter to compile a long list of 
words, weU-known words of everyday occurrence, which etymo¬ 
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SO 
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ZVI.— §2. Doubtful Cases. 

Or let us take a word of that class which forms the staple 
subject of etymological disquisitions, one in which the semantic 
side is literally as clear as sunshine, namely the word for ‘ sun. 
Here we have, among others, the following forms: (1) aun, OE. 
aunne, Goth, aunno ; (2) Dan., Lat. aol, Goth, aauil, Gr. helioa; 
(3) OE. aigel, ac^l, Goth, augil; (4) OSlav. alunice, Russ, aolnce 
(now with mute I). That these forms are related cannot be 
doubted, but their mutual relation, and their relation to Gr. aeleni, 
which means * moon,’ and to OE. awegd * sky,’ have never been 
cleared up. Holthausen derives aunno from the verb ainnan ‘ go ’ 
and OE. aigel from the verb sigan * descend, go down ’—but is 
it really probable that our ancestors should have thought of the 
sim primarily as the one that goes, or that sets ? The word aouth 
(orig. *aunlp ; the n as in OHG. aund is still kept in Dan. aetnden) 
is generally explained as connected with sun, and the meaning 
‘ sunny side ’ is perfectly natural; but now H. SchrSder thinks 
that it is derived from a word meaning ‘ right ’ (OE. swiCre, orig. 
‘ stronger,’ a comparative of the adj. found in G. geschwind), 
and he says that the south is to the right when you look at the 
sun at sunrise—^which is perfectly true, but why should people 
have thought of the south as being to the right when they wanted 
to speak of it in the afternoon or evening ? 

Let mo take one more example to show that om* present methods, 
or perhaps our present data, sometimes leave us completely in the 
lurch with regard to the most ordinary words. Wo have a series 
of words which may all, without any formal difficulties, be referred 
to a root-form aegto-. Their significations are, respectively— 

(1) ‘ say,’ E. aay, OE. aeegan, ON. aegja, G. aagen, Lith. sahyti. 

To this is referred Gr. innepe, enlspein, Lat. inaequa 
and possibly inquam. 

(2) ‘ show, point out,’ OSlav. aoiiti, Lat. aignum. 

(3) ‘see,’ E. aee, OE. aeon, Goth, aaihxoan, G. aeJien, etc. 

(4) ‘ follow,’ Lat. aequor, Gr. hipomai, Skr. sdcale. Here 

belongs Lat. aociua, OE. aecg ‘ man,’ orig. ‘ follower.’ 

Now, are these four groups ‘ etymologically identical ’ I 
Opinions differ widely, as may be seen from C. D. Buck, “ Words 
of Speaking and Saying ” {Am. Joum. of Philol. 36. 128, 1915). 
They may be thus tabulated, a comma meaning supposed identity 
and a dash the opposite : 

1, 2-3, 4 Kluge, Falk, Torp. 

1, 2, 3-4 Brugmann. 

1, 2, 3, 4 Wood, Buck.» 

* With regard to Lat. aignum it should be noted that it is by others 
explah^ as ooming from Lat. aaean and as meaning a notch. 



807 


§2] DOUBTFUL CASES 

For the transition in meaning from * see ’ to * say we are 
referred to such words as observe, notice, Q. bemerkung, while in 
G. anumsen, and stUl more in Lat. dico, there is a similar transition 
from ‘ show ’ to ‘ say.’ Wood derives the signification ‘ follow ’ 
from ‘ point out,’ through ‘ show, guide, attend.’ With regard 
to the relation between 3 and 4, it has often been said that to see 
is to follow with the eyes. In short, it is possible, if you take 
some little pains, to discover notional ties between all four groups 
which may not be so very much looser than those between other 
words which everybody thinks related. And yet! I cannot see 
that the knowledge we have at present enables us, or can enable 
us, to do more than leave the mutual relation of these groups an 
open question. One man’s guess is just as good as another’s, or 
one man’s yes as another man’s no—if the connexion of these 
words is ‘ science,' it is, if I may borrow an expression from the 
old archsBologist Samuel Pegge, scientia ad libitum. Personal 
predilection and individual taste have not been ousted from 
etymological research to the extent many scholara would have 
us believe. 

Or we may perhaps say that among ^ihe etymologies found in 
dictionaries and linguistic journals some ore solid and firm as 
rocks, but others are liquid and fluctuate like the sea; and finally 
not a few are in a gaseous state and blow here and there as the 
wind listeth. Some of them are no better than poisonous gases, 
from which may Heaven preserve us 1 ^ 

XYI.—§ 3. Facts, not Fancies. 

As early as 1867 Michel Brdal, in an excellent article (reprinted 
in M 267 ff.), called attention to the dangers resulting from the 
general tendency of comparative linguists to “ jump intermediate 
steps in order at once to mount to the earliest stages of the lan¬ 
guage,” but his warning has not taken effect, so that etymologists 
in dealing with a word found only in comparatively recent times 
will often try to reconstruct what might have been its Proto- 
Aryan form and compare that with some word found in some 
other language. Thus, Falk and Torp refer G. krieg to an Aryan 
primitive form *griigho-, *grigho-, which is compared with Irish 

* It is, of oourae, impossible to say how great a proportion of the 
etjrmologies given in dictionaries should strictly be classed under each of 
the following heads: (1) certain, (2) probable, (3) possible, (4) improbable, 
(6) impossible—but I am afraid the first two classes would be the least 
numerous. Meillot (Or 09) has some excellent remarks to the same effect; 
according to him, ** pour une Etymologic sfire, les dictioniiaires cn ofirent 
plus de mx qui sont douteuses et dont, en appliquaat one mEthode rigoureuac, 
on ne saurait faire la prsuve.” 
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Mg ' force.’ But the German word is not found in use till the 
middle period; it is peculiar to German and unknown in related 
languages (for the Scandinavian and probably also the Dutch 
words are later loans from Germany). These writers do not take 
into account how improbable it is that such a word, if it were 
really an old traditional word for this fundamental idea, should 
never once have been recorded in any of the old documents of the 
whole of our family of languages. What should we think of the 
man who would refer boche, the French nickname for ' German ’ 
which became current in 1914, and before that time had only been 
used for a few years and known to a few people only, to a Proto- 
Aryan root-form 1 Yet the method in both cases is identical; 
it presupposes what no one can guarantee, that the words in 
question are of those which trot along the royal road of language 
for century after century without a single side-jump, semantic 
or phonetic. Such words are the favourites of linguists because 
they have always behaved themselves since the days of Noah; 
but others are full of the most unexpected pranks, which no 
scientific ingenuity can discover if we do not happen to know the 
historical facts. Think of grog, for example. Admiral Vernon, 
known to sailors by the nickname of “ Old Grog ” because he wore 
a cloak of grogram (this, by the way, from Fr. gros grain), in 1740 
ordered a mixture of rum and water to be served out instead 
of pure rum, and the name was transferred from the person 
to the drink. If it be objected that such leaps are found 
only in slang, the answer is that slang words very often become 
recognized after some time, and who knows but that may 
have been the case with krieg just as well as with many a 
recent word f 

At any rate, facts weigh more than fancies, and whoever wants 
to establish the etymology of a word must first sscertain all the 
historical facts available with regard to the place and time of 
its rise, its earliest signification and syntactic construction, its 
diffusion, the synonyms it has ousted, etc. Thus, and thus only, 
can he hope to rise above loose conjectures. Here the great 
historical dictionaries, above all the Oxford New English Dictionary, 
render invaluable service. And let me mention one model article 
outside these dictionaries, in which Hermann Mdller has in my 
opinion given a satisfactory solution of the riddle of G. garu: 
he explains it as a loan from Slav kontei 'end,' used especially 
adverbially (perhaps with a preposition in the form v-konec or 
v-hmc) ' to the end, completely ’; Slav e G. s, Slav k pronounced 
essentially as South G. g\ the gradual spreading and various 
significations and derived forms are accounted for with very great 
Uitrning (Zs. /. D. AU. 36. 326 ft.). It is ourions that this article 
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At any rate, facts weigh more than fancies, and whoever wants 
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question are of those which trot along the royal road of language 
for century after century without a single side-jump, semantic 
or phonetic. Such words are the favourites of linguists because 
they have always behaved themselves since the days of Noah ; 
but others are full of the most unexpected pranlu, which no 
scientific ingenuity can discover if we do not happen to know the 
historical facts. Think of grog, for example. Admiral Vernon, 
known to sailors by the nickname of “ Old Grog *’ because he wore 
a cloak of grogram (this, by the way, from Fr. groa grain), in 1740 
ordered a mixture of rum and water to be served out instead 
(d pure rum, and the name was transferred from the person 
to the drink. If it be objected that such leaps are foimd 
only in slang, the answer is that slang words very often become 
recognized after some time, and who knows but that may 
have been the case with krieg just as well as with many a 
recent word t 

At any rate, facts weigh more than fancies, and whoever wants 
to establish the etymology of a word must first ascertain all the 
historical facts available with regard to the place and time of 
its rise, its earliest signifieation and syntactic construction, its 
diffusion, the synonyms it has ousted, etc. Thus, and thus only, 
can he hope to rise above loose conjectures. Here the great 
historical dictionaries, above all the Oxford New English Dictionary, 
render invaluable service. And let me mention one model article 
outside these dictionaries, in which Hermann Mdller has in my 
opinion given a satisfactory solution of the riddle of G. ganzi 
he explains it as a loan from Slav konld 'end,' used especially 
adverbially (perhaps with a preposition in the form v-konec or 
v-honc) ' to the end, completely *; Slav e » G. z, Slav k pronounced 
essentially as South G. g\ the gradual spreading and various 
significations and derived forms are accounted for with very great 
learning (Z». /. D. AU. 30. 326 ff.). It is curious that this article 
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that it means increased ease for the native. Similarly Wechssier 
(L 149) BAya that “ der begriS der schwierigkeit und unbequem- 
lichkeit ftkr die einheimischen nicht exiaticrt.” I might quote 
Against bim his countryman Gabelentz, who expressly says that the 
difficulties of the German languages are felt by natives, a view that 
is endorsed by Schuchardt in various places. ‘ To my mind there 
is not the slightest doubt that different languages differ very 
much in easiness even to native speakers. In the chapters devoted 
to children we have already seen that the numerous mistakes 
made by them in every possible way testify to the labour involved 
in l eadin g language. This labour must naturally be 

greater in the case of a highly complicated linguistic structure 
with many rules and still more exceptions to the rules, than in 
languages constructed simply and regularly. 

Nor is the difficulty of correct speech confined to the first 
mastering of the language. Even to the native who has spoken 
the same language from a child, its daily use involves no small 
amount of exertion. Under ordinary circumstances he is not 
conscious of any exertion in speaking; but such a want of con¬ 
scious feeling is no proof that the exertion is absent. And it is 
a strong argument to the contrary that it is next to impossible 
for you to speak correctly if you are suffering from excessive 
mental work; you will constantly make slips in grammar and 
idiom as well as in pronunciation; you have not the same com¬ 
mand of language as under normal conditions. If you have to 
speak on a difficult and unfamiliar subject, on which you would 
not like to say anything but what is to the point or strictly ju.sti- 
fiable, you will sometimes find that the thoughts themselves claim 
so much mental energy that there is none left for speaking with 
elegance, or even with complete regard to grammar: to your 
own vexation you will have a feeling that your phrases are confused 
your language incorrect. A pianist may practise a difficult 
piece of music so as to have it “at his fingers^ ends ; under 
ordinary circumstances he will bo able to play it quite mechanically, 
without ever being conscious of effort; but, nevertheless, the 
effort is there. How great the effort is appears when some 
day or other the musician is ‘out of humour,’ that is, when 
his brain is at work on other subjects or is not in ite usual 
working order. At once his execution will be stumbling and 
faulty. 


» Cf. alw what Paul says (P 144) about one point in 
(strong and weak forms of adjectives): " But the difficulty of the correct 
mnintonanoe of the distinction is shown ui numerous offences m^e by 
writers aeainst the rules of grammar of course, not only by wnters, u 
by ordinary speakers as well. 
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XVIL—§ 6. Final Answer. 

I may here anticipate the results of the following investigation 
and say that in all those instances in which we are able to examine 
the history of any language for a sufScient length of time, we 
find that languages have a progressive tendency. But if languages 
progress towards greater perfection, it is not in a bee-line, nor 
are all the changes we witnoM to be considered steps in the right 
direction. The only thing I maintain is that iht sum total of these 
changes, when we compare a remote period with iAe preseni time, 
shows a surplus of progressive over retrogressive or indifferent changes, 
so that the structure of modern languages is nearer perfection 
than that of ancient languages, if we take them as wholes instead 
of picking out at random some one or other more or less signifi¬ 
cant detail. And of course it must not be imagined that pro¬ 
gress has been achieved through deliberate acts of men conscious 
that they were improving their mother-tongue. On the contrary, 
many a step in advance has at first been a slip or even a 
blunder, and, as in other fields of human activity, good results 
have only been won after a good deal of bungling and ‘ muddling 
along.’ ^ My attitude towards this question is the same as that 
of Leslie Stephen, who writes in a letter {Life 464); “ I have a 
perhaps unreasonable amount of belief, not in a millennium, but 
in the world on the whole blundering rather forwards than 
backwards.” 

Schleicher on one occasion used the fine simile: ” Our words, 
as contrasted with Gothic words, are like a statue that has been 
rolling for a long time in the bed of a river till its beautiful limbs 
have been worn off, so that now scarcely anything remains but a 
polished stone cylinder with faint indications of what it once was ” 
(D 34). Let us turn the tables by asking: Suppose, however, 
that it would be quite out of the question to place the statue on 
a pedestal to be admired; what if, on the one hand, it was not 
ornamental enough as a work of art, and if, on the other hand, 
human well-being was at stake if it was not serviceable in a rolling- 
mill : which would then be the better—a rugged and unwieldy 
statue, making difficulties at every rotation, or an even, smooth, 
easygoing and well-oiled roller! 

After these preliminary considerations we may now proceed 
to a comparative examination of the chief difference between 
ancient and modern stage of our Wetem European language. 

* It has often been pointed out how Greet Britain haa * blundered' 
into creating her world-wide Empire, and Gretton, in The King's Govern¬ 
ment (1914), applies the same view to the devolopment of governmental 
institutions. 
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XVn. —5®* Sounds. 

The student who goes through the eltapters devoted to sound 
changes in historical and coinpnrative grammars will have gieat 
difficulty in getting at any great lines of development or general 
tendencies: everything seems just haphazard and fortuitous ; a 
long « is here shortened and there diphthongized or lowered into e, 
etc. The history of sounds is dependent on surroundings in many, 
though not in ail circumstances, but surroundings do not always 
act in the same way; in short, there seem to be so many con¬ 
flicting tendencies that no universal or even general rules can be 
evolved from all these ‘ sound laws.' Still less would it seem 
possible to state anything about the comparative value of the 
forms before and after the change, for it does not seem to matter 
a bit for the speaking community whether it says sldn as in Old 
English or stone as now, and thus in innumerable cases. Nay, 
from one point of view it may seem that any change militates 
against the object of language (of. Wc'chssler L 28), but this is 
true only of the very moment when the change sets in while people 
are accustomed to the old sound (or the old signification), and 
even then the change is only injurious prorided it impetlcs under¬ 
standing or renders understanding less easy, which is far from 
always being the ease. 

There is one scholar who has asserted the existence of a uni¬ 
versal progressive tendency in languages, or, as he calls it, a 
humanization of language, namely Baudouin de Courtenay (Ver- 
menschlichung der Sprache, 1893). He is chiefly thinking of the 
sound system,* and he maintains that there is a tendency towards 
eliminating the innermost articulations and using instead sounds 
that are formed nearer to the teeth and lips. Thus some back 
(postpalatal, velar) consonants become p, b, while others develop 
into s sounds; cf. Slav slovo ‘ word ' with Lat. clvo, etc. Baudouin 
also mentions the frequent palatalization of back consonants, as in 
French and Italian ce, ci, ge, gi, but os this is due to the influence 
of the following front vowel, it should not perhaps bo mentioned 
as a universal tendency of human language. It is further said 
that throat sounds, which play such a great r61e in Semitic languages, 
have been discarded in most modern languages. But it may be 
objected that sometimes throat sounds do develop in mo<lern 
periods, as in the Danish * stod ' and in English dialectal bu'er for 

> In the realm of significations he sees the * humaniauition ’ of la.iguage 
exolusively in the development of abstract terms. An important mint 
of disagreement between Baudouin and myself is in regard to morphology, 
when he sees only * oscillations ' in historical times, in which he is unable 
to discover a continuous movement in any definite direction, while I main.' 
tain tiiat languages hem manifest a definite progresmve t^^deucY. 
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btUter, etc. A universal tendency of sounds to move away from 
the throat cannot be said to be firmly established ; but for our 
purpose it is more important to say that even were it true, the 
value of such a tendency for the speaking community would not 
be great enough to justify us in speaking of progress towards a 
truly ‘ human ’ language as opposed to the more beastlike language 
of our primeval ancestors. It is true that Baudouin (p. 25) says 
that it is possible to articulate in the front and upper part with 
less effort and with greater precision than in the interior and 
lower parts of the speaking apparatus, but if this is true with regard 
to the mouth proper, it cannot be maintained with regard to the 
vocal chorda, where very important effects may be produced in the 
most precise way by infinitely little exertion. Thus in no single 
point can I see that Baudouin de Courtenay has made out a strong 
case for his conception of ‘ humanization of language.' 


XVn.—§7. Shortenings. 

But there is another phonetic tendency which is much more 
universal and infinitely more valuable than the one asserted by 
Baudouin de Courtenay, namely, the tendency to shorten words. 
Words get shorter and shorter in consequence of a great many 
of those changes that we see constantly going on in all languages: 
vowels in weak syllables are pronounced more and more indis¬ 
tinctly and finally disappear altogether, as when OE. lufu, stdnaSt 
aende, through ME. luve, atanea, aende with pronounced e’a, have 
become our modern monosyllables love, atones, aend, or when 
Latin bonum, homo, viginti have become Fr. 6on, on, vingi, and 
Lat. 6ona, hominem, Fr. bonne, homme, where the vowel was kept, 
because it was a or protected by the consonant group, but has 
now also disappeared in normal pronunciation. Final vowels 
have been dropped extensively in Danish and German dialects, 
and so have the u’s and t's in Russian, which are now kept in the 
spelling merely as signs of the quality of the preceding consonant. 
It would be easy to multiply instances. Nor are the consonants 
more stable; the dropping of final ones is seen most easily in 
Modem French, because they are retained in spelling, as in totU, 
vera, champ, chant, etc. In the two last examples two con¬ 
sonants have disappeared, the m and n, however, leaving a trace 
in the nasalized pronunciation of the vowel, as also in bon, nom, 
etc. Final r and I often disappear in Fr. words like quaire, ample, 
and medial consonants have been dropped in such cases as c6te 
from coate, bite from beste, aauf [so'f] from aalvo, etc. We have 
oorresxmnding omissions in English, where in very old times n 
was dropped in such cases as ua, five, other, while the German 
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forms utu, funff under have kept the old consonants; in more 
recent times I was dropped in half, calm, etc., gh [x] in light, hovghi, 
etc., and r in the prevalent pronunciation of i< arm, part, etc. Initial 
consonants are more firmly fixed in many languages, yet we see 
them lost in the E. combinations kn, gn, ut, where k, g, w used to 
be sounded, e.g. in hum, gnaw, wrong. Consonant assimilation 
means in most cases the same thing as dropping of one consonant, 
for no trace of the consonant is left, at any rate after the compen* 
sating lengthening has been given up, as is often the case, e.g. in 
E. cupboard, blackguard [kabcd, blsega d]. 

So far we have given instances of what might be called the most 
regular or constant t 3 rpes of phonetic change leading to shorter 
forms; but the same result is the natural outcome of a process 
which occurs more sporadically. This is haplology, by which one 
sound or one group of sounds is pronounced once only instead of 
twice, the hearer taking it through a kind of acoustic delusion as 
belonging both to what precedes and to what follows. Examples 
are a goo{d) deal, wha{t) to do, nea'{t) time, simp{le)ly, England 
from Englaland, eighteen from OE. eahtatiene, honesty from 
haneateie, Olou{ce)8ter, Worcester [wuste], familiarly pro{ba)bly, 
vulgarly lib{ra)ry, Febr{uar)y. From other languages may be 
quoted Ft. coni{re)r6le, ido{lo)ldtre, Neu{ve)viUe, Lat. nu(tri)irix, 
8li{pi)pendium, It. qual{che)coaa, coea for che coaa, etc. (Cf. my 
LPh 11. 9.) 

The accumulation through centuries of such influences results 
in those instances of seemingly violent contractiors with 
which every student of historical linguistics is familiar. One 
classical example has already been mentioned above, E. had, 
corresponding to Gothic habaidedeima ; other examples are lord, 
with its three or four sounds, which was formerly laverd, and in 
Old English hlaford; the old Gothonio form of the same word 
contained indubitably os many as twelve sounds ; Latin augustum 
has in French through aouat become aoiU, pronounced [au] or oven 
[u]; Latin oculum has shrunk into four sounds in Italian occhio, 
three in Spanish ogo, and two in SY. ceil ; It. medeaitno, Sp. mianto, 
and Fr. nUme represent various stages of the shrinking of 
Lat. metipaimum ; cf. also Fr. minage from mansion' + -alicum. 
Primitive Norse ne veit ek hvat ‘ not know 1 what ’ has 
become Dan. noget * something,’ often pronounced [no'C] or 
[no'C]. 

In all these cases the shortening process has taken centuries, 
but wo have other instances in which it has come about quite 
suddenly, without any intermediate stages, namely, in those 
stump-words which we have already considered (Ch. IX § 7; cf. 
XIV § 12 on corresponding syntactical shortenings). 
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ZVn.—§8. Objections. Besnli 

There cannot therefore be the slightest doubt that tlie general 
tendency of all languages is towards shorter and shorter forms; 
the ancient languages of our family, Sanskrit, Zend, etc., abound 
in very long words; the further back we go, the greater the number 
of $e»quipedalia. It cannot justly be objected that we see some¬ 
times examples of phonetic lengthenings, as in E. sound from ME. 
soun, Fr. son, E. whilst, amongst from ME. whiles, amonges ; a 
similar excresr ence of t after s is seen in G. obsi,pabst, Swed. eljest 
and others ; after n, t is added in Q.Jemand, niemand (two syllables, 
while there is nothing added to the trisyllabic jedermann )—^for 
even if such instances might be multiplied, their number and 
importance is infinitely smaller than those in the opposite direction. 
(On the seeming insertion of d in ndr, see p. 2G4, note). In some 
oases wo witness a certain reaction against word forms that are 
felt to be too short and therefore too indistinct (see Cb. XV § 1, 
XX § 9), but on the whole such instances are few and far between : 
the prevailing tendency is towards shorter forms. 

Another objection must be dealt with here. It is said that 
it is only the purely phonetic development that tends to make 
words shorter, but that in languages as wholes words do not become 
shorter, because non-phonetic forces counteract the tendency. 
In modern languages we thus have some analogical formations 
which are longer than the forms they have supplanted, as when 
books has one sound more than OE. bee, or when G. beu er,t?. takes the 
place of bewog. Further, we have in modem languages many auxili¬ 
ary words (propositions, modal verbs) in places where they were 
formerly not required. Tliat this objection is not valid if we 
take the whole of the language into consideration may perhaps 
be proved statistically if we compute the length of the same long 
text in various languoges : the Gospel of St. Matthew contains 
in Greek about 39,000 syllables, in Swedish about 35,000, in German 
33,000, in Danish 32,500, in English 29,000, and in Chinese only 
17,000 (the figures for the Authorized English Version and for 
Danish are my own calculation ; the other figures I take from 
Tegn£r SM 51, Hoops in Anglia, Beiblatl 1896,293, and Sturtevant 
LCh 176). In comparing these figures it should even be taken 
into consideration that translations naturally tend to be more 
long-winded and verbose than the original, so that the real gain 
in shortness may be greater than indicated.^ 

^ On the other hand, it is not, perhaps, fair to count tho number of 
syllables, as these may vary very considerably, and some languages favour 
syllables with heavy consonant groups unknown in other tongues. The 
most rational measure of length would be to count the numbers of distinct 
(not sounds, but) articulations of separate speech organa—but that task 
is at any rate beyond my powers. 
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Next, we come to consider the question whether the toidency 
towards shorter forms is a valuable asset in the development of 
languages or the reverse. The answer cannot be doubtful. Taka 
tlie old example, English had and Gotliic habaidedeima: 
English form is preferable, on the prineiple that anyone who has 
to choose between walking one mile and four miles will, other 
things being equal, prefer the shorter cut. It is true that if we 
take words to be self-existing natural objects, habaidedeima bus 
the air of a giant and had of a mere pigmy: this valuation lies 
at the bottom of many utterances even by recent linguistic thinkers, 
as when Sweet (H 10) speaks of the vanishing of sounds as “a 
purely destructive change." But if we adopt the anthropocentric 
standard which has been explained above, and realize that what 
we call a word is really and primarily the combined action of 
human muscles to produce an audible effect, w'c see that the shorten¬ 
ing of a form means a diminution of effort and a saving of time 
in the communication of our thoughts. If, as it i.s said, had has 
suffered from wear and tear in the long course of time, this means 
that the wear and tear of people now using this form in their speech 
is less than if they were still encumbered with the old giant habai- 
dedeima. Voltaire was certainly very wide of the mark when 
he wrote: " C’est ^ propre des barbares d’abr^gcr les mots "— 
long and clumsy words are rather to be considered as signs 
of barbarism, and short and nimble ones as signs of advanced 
culture. 

Though I thus hold that the development towards shorter 
forms of expression is on the whole progressive, i.e. beneficial, I 
should not like to be too dogmatic on this point and assert that 
it is always beneficial: shortness may bo carried to excess and 
thus cause obscurity or difficulty of understanding. This may 
be seen in the telegraphic style as well as in the literary stylo of 
some 'writers too anxi.ujs to avoid jirolixity (some of Pope’s lines 
might be quoted in illustration of the classical: brevis esse laboro, 
obsourus fio). But in the case of the language of a whole com¬ 
munity the danger certainly is very small indeed, for there will 
always be a natural and wholesome reaction against such excessive 
shortness. There is another misunderstanding I want to guard 
against when saying that the shortening makes on the whole 
for progress. It must not be thought that I lay undue stress 
on this point, which is after all chiefly concerned with a greater 
or smaller amount of physical or muscular exertion ’ Miis should 
neither be underrated nor overrated ; but it will be seen that 
neither in my former work nor in this docs the consideration of 
this point of mere shortness or length take up more than a fraction 
of the space allotted to the more psychical sides of the question. 
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to which we shall now turn our attention and to which 1 attach 
much more importance. 

xvn.—§ 9. Verbal Forma. 

We maj here recur to Schleicher’s example, E. had and Gothic 
habaidedeima. It is not only in regard to economy of muscular 
exertion that the former carries the day over the latter. Had 
corresponds not only to habaidedeima, but it unites in one short 
form everything expressed by the Gothic habaida, habaides, habai- 
dedu, habaideduis, habaidedum, habaideduy, habaidedun, habaidedjau, 
habaidedeia, habaidedi, habaidedeitva, habaidedeits, habaidedeima, 
habaidedeiy, habaidedeina—Bepar&te forms for two or three persons 
in three numbers in two distinct moods! It is clear, therefore, 
that the English form saves a considerable amount of brainwork 
to all English-speaking people—not only to children, who have 
fewer forms to learn, but also to adults, who have fewer forms 
to choose between and to keep distinct whenever they open their 
mouths to speak. Someone might, perhaps, say that on the 
other hand English people are oblig^ always to join personal 
pronouns to their verbal forms to indicate the person, and that 
this is a drawback counterbalancing the advantage, so that the 
net result is six of one and half a dozen of the other. This, how* 
ever, would be a very superficial objection. For, in the first place, 
the personal pronouns are the same for all tenses and moods, but 
the endings are not. Secondly, the possession of endings does 
not exempt the Goths from having separate personal pronouns; 
and whenever these are used, as is very often the case in the first 
and second persons, those parts of the verbal endings which 
indicate persons are superfluous. They are no less superfluous 
in those extremely numerous cases in which the subject is either 
separately expressed by a noun or is understood from the preceding 
proposition, thus in the vast majority of the cases of the third 
person. T* we compare a few pages of Old English prose with a 
modem rendering we shall see that in spite of the reduction in 
the latter of the person-indicating endings, personal pronouns are 
not required in any great number of sentences in which they were 
dispensed with in Old English. So that, altogether, the numerous 
endings of the older languages must be considered uneconomical. 

If Gothic, Latin and Greek, etc., burden the memory by the num¬ 
ber of their flexional endings, they do so even more by the many 
irregularities in the formation of these endings. In all the lan¬ 
guages of this type, anomaly and flexion invariably go together. 
The intricacies of verbal flexion in Latin and Greek are well known, 
and it requires no small amount of mental energy to master the 
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various modes of forming the present stems in Sanskrit—to take 
only one instance. Many of these irn'gularities disappear in 
course of time, chiefly, but not exclusively, through analogical 
formations, and though it is true that a certain number of new 
irregularities may come into existence, their number is relatively 
small when compared with those that have been removed. Now, 
it is not only the forms themselves that are irregular in the early 
languages, but also their uses: logical simplicity prevails much 
more in Modem English syntax than in either Old English or 
Latin or Greek. But it is hardly necessary to point out that 
growing regularity in a language means a considerable gain to nil 
those who learn it or speak it. 

It has been said, however, by one of the foremost authorities 
on the history of English, that “in spite of the many changes 
which this system [i.e. the complicated system of strong verbs] 
has undergone in detail, it remains just as intricate as it was in 
Old English” (Bradley, The Making of English 51). It is true 
that the way in which vowel change is utilized to form tenses 
is rather complicated in Modem English (drink drank, give gave, 
hold held, etc.), but otherwise an enormous simpliflcation has taken 
place. The personal endings have been discarded with the ex¬ 
ception of -s in the third person singular of the present (and the 
obsolete ending -est in the second person, and then this has been 
regularized, thou sangest having taken the place of fu sunge) ; the 
change of vowel in ic sang, pu sunge, we sungon in the indicative 
and ic sunge, we sungen in the subjunctive has been given up, 
and so has the accompanying change of consonant in many cases. 
Thus, instead of the following forms, ceosan, ceose, ceosep, cCoaap, 
ceosen, ceas, curon, cure, curen, coren, we have the following modern 
ones, which are both fewer in number and less irregular: choose, 
chooses, chose, cAosen—certainly an advance from a more to a less 
intricate system (cf. GS § 178). 

An extreme, but by no means unique example of the simpli¬ 
fication found in modem languages is the English cut, which can 
serve both as present and past tense, both as singular and plural, 
both in the first, second and third persons, both in the infinitive, 
in the imperative, in the indicative, in the subjunctive, and as a 
post (or passive) participle ; compare with this the old languages 
with their separate forms for different tenses, moods, numbers 
and persons; and remember, moreover, that the identical form, 
without any inconvenience being occasioned, is also used as a 
norm (a cut), and you will admire the economy of the living tongue. 
A characteristic feature of the structure of languages in their 
early stages is that each form contains in itself several minor 
modifications which are often in the later stages expressed separately 



884 PROGRESS OR DECAY T [ch. xvn 

by meauB of auxiliary words. Such a word as Latin carUavlaset 
unites into one inseparable whole the equivalents of six ideas: 
(1) ‘sing/ (2) pluperfect, (3) that indefinite modification of the 
verbal idea wUch we term subjunctive, (4) active, (5) third person, 
and (6) singular. 

xvn.—§ 10. Synthesis and Analysis. 

Such a form, therefore, is much more concrete than the forms 
found in modern languages, of which sometimes two or more 
have to be combined to express the composite notion which was 
rendered formerly by one. Now, it is one of the consequences 
of this change that it has become easier to express certain minute, 
but by no means unimportant, shades of thought by laying extra 
stress on some particular clement in the speech-group. Latin 
eantaveram amalgamates into one indissoluble whole what in E. 
I had sung is analysed into three components, so that you can at 
will accentuate the personal element, the time element or the 
action. Now, it is possible (who can affirm and who can deny it ?) 
that the Romans could, if necessary, make some difference in 
speech between edrUaveram (non saltaveram) ' I had aung,* and 
eantaverdm (non cantabam), ‘ I had sung ’; but even then, if it 
was the personal element which was to be emphasized, an ego 
had to be added. Even the possibility of laying stress on the 
temporal element broke down in forms like seripsi, minui, aum, 
avdiam, and innumerable others. It seems obvious that the 
freedom of Latin in this respect must have been inferior to that of 
English. Moreover, in English, the three elements, ‘ I,’ ‘ had,’ and 
‘ sung,’ can in certain cases be arranged in a different order, and 
other words can be inserted between them in order to modify 
and qualify the meaning of the sentence. Note also the concise¬ 
ness of such answers as “ Who had sung ? ” “I had.” ** What 
had you done ? ” ‘‘ Sung.” “ I believe he has enjoyed himself.” 
” I know ho has.” And contrast the Latin ‘‘ Ciintaveram et 
saltaveram et luscram ot riseram ” with the English “ I had sung 
w-nd danced and played and laughed.” What would be the Latin 
equivalent of “ Tom never did and never wiU beat me ” ? 

In such oases, analysis means suppleness, and synthesis means 
rigidity; in analytic languages you have the pow’er of kaleidosoo- 
pically arranging and rearranging the elements that in synthetic 
forms like eantaveram are in rigid connexion and lead a Siamese- 
twin sort of existence. The synthetic forms of Latin verbs remind 
one of those languages all over the world (North America, South 
America, Hottentot, etc.) in which such ideas as ‘father’ or 
‘ mother ’ or ‘ hood ’ or ‘ eye ’ cannot bo expressed separately 
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but only in connexion with an indication of whost father, etc., 
one is speaking about: in one language the verbal idea (in tlie 
finite moods), in the other the nominal idea, is necessarily fused 
with the personal idea. 

XVn.— § 11. Verbal Concord. 

This formal inseparability of subordinate elcunents la at the 
root of those rules of concord which play such a largo rdle in the 
older languages of our Aryan family, but wiiieh tend to disappear 
in the more recent stages. By concord we mean the fact that a 
secondary word (adjective or verb) is niado to agi-ee with the 
primary word (substantive or subject) to which it belongs. Verbal 
concord, by which a verb is governed in number ami person by 
the subject, has disappeared from spoken Danish, where, for 
instance, the present tense of the verb meaning ‘ to travel ’ is 
uniformly rejser in all persons of both numbers ; while the written 
language till towards the end of tho nineteenth century kept up 
artificially the plural rejse, although it had been dead in the spoken 
language for some three hundred years. Tho old flexion is an 
article of luxury, as a modificatioii of the idea belonging proptTly 
to the subject is here transferred to tho predicate, where it has 
no business ; for when we say ‘ nwndeno rejse ’ (die miinner reisen), 
we do not mean to imply that they undertake several journeys 
(of. Madvig K1 28, Nord. tsk. f. fiiol., n.r. 8. 134). 

By getting rid of this superfluity, Dani.^h has got tho start 
of the more archaic of its Aryan sister-tongues. Even English, 
which has in most respects gone farthest in simplifying its flexional 
system, lags here beliind Danish, in that in the present tense of 
most verbs the third person singular deviates from tho other 
pc'rsons by ending in ~s, and the verb be preserves some other 
traces of the old concord system, not to speak of the form in -rt 
used with thou in the language of religion and ptxstry. Small 
and unimportant as these survivals may seem, still they are in 
some instances impediments to the free and easy expression of 
thought. In Danish, for instance, there is not Uio slightest diffi¬ 
culty in saying ‘ enten du ellor jeg har uret,’ as har is used both 
in the first and second persons singular and plural. But when 
an Englishman tries to render tho same simple sentiment he is 
baffled ; either you or I are wrong ’ is felt to be incorrect, and 
so is ‘ either you or I am wrong ’: he might say ‘ either you are 
wrong, or I,’ but then this manner of putting it, if grammatically 
admissible (with or without the addition of am), is somewhat stiff 
and awkward ; and there is no perfectly natural way out of tho 
difficulty, for Dean Alford’s proposal to say ’either you or I w 
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wrong ’ {The Queen's Engl. 155) is not to be recommended. The 
advantage of having verbal forms that are no respecters of persons 
is seen directly in such perfectly natural expressions as ‘either 
you or I must be wrong,’ or ‘either you or 1 may be wrong,’ 
or ‘ either you or I began it ’—and indirectly from the more or 
less artificial rules of Latin and Greek grammars on this point; 
in the following passages the Gordian knot is cut in different ways : 

Shakespeare LLL v. 2. 346 Nor God, nor I, delights in perjur’d 
men | id. As i. 3. 99 Thou and I am one | Tennyson Poet. W. 369 
For whatsoever knight against us came Or I or he have easily over¬ 
thrown I Galsworthy D 30 Am I and all women really what they 
think us f | Shakespeare H4B vr. 2. 121 Heauen, and not wee, 
haue safely fought to day (Folio, where the Quarto has: God, 
and not wee, hath. , . .) 

The same difficulty often appears in relative clauses; Alford 
(1.0. 152) calls attention to the fact of the Prayer Book reading 
“ Thou art the God that doeth wonders,” whereas the Bible version 
runs ‘‘ Thou art the God that doest wonders.” Compare also: 

Shakespeare As iii. 6. 55 ’Tis not her glasse, but you that 
flatters her | id. Meaa. ii. 2. 80 It is the law, not I, condemns your 
brother | Carlyle Fr. Bev. 38, There is none but you and I that has 
the people’s interest at heart (translated from : II n’y a que vous 
et moi qui aimions le peuple). 

In all such cases the construction in Danish is as easy and 
natural as it generally is in the English preterit: ‘‘ It was not her 
glass, but you that flattered her.” The disadvantage of having 
verbal forms which enforce the indication of person and number 
is perhaps seen most strikingly in a French sentence like this 
from Romain Holland’s Jean Christophe (7.221); ‘‘ Ce mot, naturelle- 
ment, ce n’est ni toi, ni moi, qui pouvons le dire ”—^the verb agrees 
with that which cannot be the subject (we) I For what is meant 
is really: ‘ colui qui peut le dire, ce n’est ni moi ni toi.' 
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XVin.—^1. Nominal Forms. 

In the flexion of substantives and adjectives wo see phenomena 
corresponding to those we have just been con.sidering in the verbs. 
The ancient languages of our family have several forms where 
modern languages content themselves with fewer; forms originally 
kept distinct are in course of time confused, either through a 
phonetic obliteration of differences in the endings or through 
analogical extension of the functions of one form. The single 
form good is now used wdiere OE. used the forms god, godne, gode, 
godum, godea, godre, godra, goda, godan, godena ; Ital. uomo or 
French homfne is used for Lat. homo, hominem, homini, homine 
—nay, if we take the spoken form into consideration, Fr. [om] 
corresponds not only to these Latin forms, but also to homines, 
hominibua. Where the modem language has one or two cases, 
in an earlier stage it had three or four, and still earlier seven or 
eight. The difficulties inherent in the older system cannot, however, 
be measured adequately by the number of forms each word is 
susceptible of, but are multiplied by the numerous differences 
in the formation of the same case in different classes of declension: 
sometimes we even find anomalies w'hich affect one word only. 

Those who would be inclined to maintain that new irregularities 
may and do arise in modem languages which make up for what¬ 
ever earlier irregularities have been discarded in die course of 
the historical development will do well to compile a systematic 
list of dl the flexional forms of two different stages of the same 
languages, arranged exactly according to the same principles; 
this is the only way in which it is possible really to balance loss<,« 
Mid profits in a language. This is what I have done in my 
Progress in Language §111 ff. (reprinted in ChE §9 ff.), where 
I have contrasted the case systems of Old and Modem English: 

22 
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tho result is that the former system 7 (-f 3) pages, and the 
latter only 2 pages. Those pages, with their abbreviations and 
tabulations, do not, perhaps, offer very entertaining reading, but 
I think they are more illustrative of the real tendencies of language 
than cither isolated examples or abstract reasonings, and they 
cannot fail to convince any impartial reader of the enormous gain 
achieved through the changes of the intervening nine hundred 
years in the general structure of tho English language. 

For our general purposes it will be worth our while here to 
quote what Friedrich Mhller (Gr i. 2. 7) says about a totally 
different language: “ Even if the Hottentot distinguishes ' he,' 
‘ she ’ and ‘ it,’ and strictly separates the singular from the plural 
number, yet by bis expressing ‘ he ’ and ‘ she ’ by one sound In 
the third person, and by another in tho second, he manifests that 
ho has no perception at all of our two grammatical categories of 
gender and number, and consequently those elements of his lan¬ 
guage that run parallel to our signs of gender and number must 
be of an entirely different nature.” Fr. Muller should not 
perhaps throw too many stones at the poor Hottentots, for his 
own native tongue is no better than a glass house, and we might 
with equal justice say, for instance : “ As the Germans express 
the plural number in different manners in words like goU — gdlter, 
harid — h&nde, vater — voter, frau — frauen, etc., they must be en¬ 
tirely lacking in the sense of the category of number.” Or let 
ns take such a language as Latin ; there is nothing to show that 
dominua bears the same relation to domini as verbvm to verba, 
urba to urbea, menaia to menses, cornu to comna, frvetus to fructus, 
etc.; even in the same word the idea of plurality is not expressed 
by the same method for all the cases, as is shown by a com¬ 
parison of dominua — domini, dominnm — dominos, domino—dominia, 
domini — dominorum. Fr. Muller is no doubt wrong in saying 
that such anomalies preclude the speakers of the language from 
conceiving the notion of plurality; but, on tho other hand, it 
seems evident that a language in which a difference so simple 
even to the understanding of very young children as that between 
one and more than one can only be expressed by a complicated 
apparatus must rank lower than anotlier language in which this 
difference has a single expression for all cases in which it occurs. 
In this respect, too, Modem English stands higher than the oldest 
English, Latin or Hottentot. 

ZVm.—§ 2. bregolaritles OriginaL 

It was the belief of the older school of comparativists that 
each case had originally one single ending, which was added to 
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all nouns indifferently (e.g. hu for the genitive sg.), and that the 
iiTCgidarities found in the existing oldest languages were of later 
growth; the actually existing forms uere then derived from the 
supposed unity form by all kinds of phonetic tricks and dodges. 
Now peoi)le have begun to see that the primeval language cannot 
have been quite uniform and regular (see, for instance, Waldo 
in Streitberg’s Oesch., 2. 194 ff.). If we look at facts, and not 
at imagined or reconstructed forms, we are forced to acknowledge 
that in the oldest stages of our family of languages not only did 
the endings present the spoctaelo of a motley variety, but the 
kernel of the w'ord was also often subject to violent changes in 
different cases, as when it had in different forms different accentua¬ 
tion and (or) different apopliony, or as when in some of the most 
frequently occurring woids some cases were formed from one 
* stem ’ and others from another, for instance, the nominative 
from an r stem and the oblique cases from an n stem. In the 
common word for ‘ water ’ Greek has preserved both stems, nom. 
hudor, gen. hudatoa, where a stands for original [on]. Whatever 
the origin of this change of stems, it is a plu noinenon belonging 
to the earlier stages of our languages, in which wc also sometimes 
find an alteration between the r stem in the nominative and a 
combination of the n and the r stems in the other cases, ns in 
Lat. jecur ‘ liver,’ jecinoria ; iter ‘ voyage,’ itineris, which is 
sujiposed to have supplanted itinis, formed like feminis from femur. 
In the later stages wo always find a simplification, one single form 
running through all cases; this is either the nominative stem, as 
in E. water, G. wasaer (corresponding to Gr. hudor), or the oblique 
case-stem, as in the Scandinavian forms. Old Norse vain, Swed. 
vatten, Dan. vand (corresponding to Gr. hudat-), or finally a con¬ 
taminated form, as in the name of the Swedish lake V&ttem 
(Noreen’s explanation), or in Old Norse and Dan. ahim ‘ dirt,’ 
which has its r from a form like the Gr. akor, and its n fnm a 
form like the Gr. genitive akaloa (older [skantos]). The simplification 
is carried furthest in English, where the identical fonn water is 
not only used unchanged where in the older languages dilh-reiit 
case forms would have been used (‘ the water is cold,’ ‘ the surface 
of the water,’ ‘ he fell into the water,’ * he swims in the water ’), 
but also serves as a verb (‘ did you water the flowers ? ’), and 
as an adjimct as a qua.si-adjective (‘ a water melon,’ ‘ water 
plants ’). 

In most coses irregularities have been done away with in the 
way here indicated, one of the forms (or stems) being generalized ; 
but in other cases it may have happened, as Kretschmer supposes 
(in Gerekc and Norden, Einleit. in die Allertuma^iaa, I, 501) that 
irregular flexion caused a word to go out of use entirely; thus 
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in Modern Q-eek Mpar was supplanted by sukoli,^ phriar by pegadi, 
Mdor by nerd, oils by apMi (= otion), hdon by akvM ; this possibly 
also accounts for commando taking the place of Lat. jubeo. 

Some scholars maintain that the medieval languages were 
more regular than their modern representatives; but if we look 
more closely into what they mean, we shall see that they are not 
speaking of any regularity in the sense in which the word has here 
been used—the only regularity which is of importance to the 
speakers of the language—but of the regular correspondence of 
a language with some earlier language from which it is derived. 
This is particularly the case with E. Wttrd, who, in his essays on 
L'Hiatoire de la Langue Franfaise, was full of enthusiasm for Old 
French, but chiefly for the fidelity with which it had preserved 
some features of Latin. There was thus the old distinction of 
two cases : nom. sg. mura, acc. sg. mur, and in the plural inversely 
nom. mur and acc. mura, with its exact correspondence with Latin 
murua, murum, pi. mnri, muroa. When this ‘r6gle de Vb* was 
discovered, and the use or omission of a, which had hitherto been 
looked upon as completely arbitrary in Old French, was thus 
accounted for, scholars were apt to consider this as an admirable 
trait in the old language which had been lost in modern French, 
and the same view obtained with regard to the case distinction 
found in other words, such as OFr. nom. maire, acc. majeur, or 
nom. emperere, acc. empereur, corresponding to the Latin forms 
with changing stress, mdjor, majdrem, imperdlor, imperatdrem, 
etc. But, however interesting such things may be to the historical 
linguist, there is no denying that to the users of French the modern 
simpler flexion is a gain as compared with this more complex 
system. “ I)es sprachhistorileers freud ist dcs spruchbrauchers 
leid,” as Schuchardt some where shrewdly remarIcs. 

XVm.—§3. Syntax. 

There were also in the old languages many irregularities in 
the syntactic use of the cases, as when some verbs governed the 
genitive and others the dative, etc. Even if it may be possible 
in many instances to account historically for these uses, to the 
speakers of the languages they mu.st have appeared to be mere 
caprices which had to be learned separately for each verb, and it 
Is therefore a great advantage when they have been gradually 
done away with, as has been the case, to a groat extent, even in 
a language like German, wliich has retained many old case forms. 
Thus verbs like entbehren, vergeaaen, bediirfen, voahrnehmen, which 
formerly took the genitive, are now used more and more with the 
* Thus also the oorrssponding Lat. jteur by Jlcatum, Fr. /om. 
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eimi)Ie accusative—a simplification which, among other things, 
makes the construction of sentences in the passive voice easier 
and more regular. 

The advantage of discarding the old case distinctions is seen 
in the ease with which English and French six^akers can say, 
e.g., ‘ with or without my hat,’ or ‘ in and round the church,’ 
while the correct German is ‘ mit meinem hut odcr ohne dcnscll>cn ’ 
and ‘ in der kirche und um dicsolbe ’; Wackcmagel writes; 
“ Was in ihm und um ihn und fiber ihm ist.” When the preposi¬ 
tions are followed by a single substantive without case distinction, 
German, of course, has the same simple construction os English, 
e.g. ‘ mit oder ohne geld,’ and sometimes even good writers will 
let themselves go and write ‘ um und neben dem hochnltaro ’ 
(Goethe), or * Ihre tochter wird meinc frau mit oder gegen ihren 
willen ’ (these examples from Curme, German Grammar 191). 
Of. also: ‘ Ich kann deinem bnider nicht helfen und ihn unter- 
sthtzen.’ 

Many extremely convenient idioms unknown in the older 
synthetic languages have been rendered possible in English through 
the doing away with the old case distinctions, such os: Genius, 
demanding bread, is given a stone after its possessor’s death (Shaw) 
(of. my ChE § 79) | he was offered, and declined, the office of 
poet-laureate (Gosse) | the lad was spoken highly of | I love, and 
am loved by, my wife | these laws my readers, whom I consider 
as my subjects, are bound to believe in and to obey (Fielding) | 
he was heathenishly inclined to believe in, or to worship, the 
goddess Nemesis (id.) | he rather rejoiced in, than regretted, his 
bruise (id.) | many a dun had she talked to, and turned away 
from her father’s door (Thackeray) | their earthly abode, which 
has seen, and seemed almost to sympathize in, all their honour 
(Buskin). 


ZVni.—§ 4. Objections. 

Against my view of the superiority of languages with few 
case distinctions, Arwid .Johannson, in a very able article (in 
IF I, see especially p. 247 f.), has adduced a curtain number of 
ambiguous sentences from German : 

Sow'eit die deutsche zunge klingt und gotl im himmcl 
liedersingt (is nominative or dative ?) | Seinem land.«mann, 
dem er in seiner ganzen bildung ebensoviel verdankte, wie 
Goethe (nominative or dative ?) | Doch wflrde die gesellschaft 
der Indicrin (genitive or dative ?) Ifistig gewesen sein j Dar¬ 
in hat Caballero wohl nur cinen konkurrenten, die Eliot, 
welche freilich die epanische dichterin nicht ganz erreicht | Nur 
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Diopeitbes feindet insgeheim dich an nnd die »hweater des 
Kimon und dein toeib Telesippa. (In the last two sentences 
what is the subject, and what the object!) 

According to Johannson, these passages show the disadvantages 
of doing away with formal distinctions, for the sentences would 
have been clear if each separate case had had its distinctive sign; 
“the greater the wealth of forms, the more intelligible the 
speech.” And they show, he says, that such ambiguities will 
occur, even where the strictest rules of word order are observed. 
I shall not urge that this is not exactly the case in the last sen* 
tence if die echwester and dein weib are to be taken as accusatives, 
for then an should have been placed at the very end of the sen¬ 
tence ; nor that, in the last sentence but one, the mention of 
George Eliot as the * konkurrent ’ of Feman Caballero seems to 
show a partiality to the Spanish authoress on the part of the 
writer of the sentence, so that the reader is prepared to take 
welche as the nominative case ; freilich would seem to point in the 
same direction. But these, of course, are only trifling objections ; 
the essential point is that wo must grant the truth of Johannson’s 
contention that we have here a flaw in the German language; 
the defects of its grammatical system may and do cause a certain 
number of ambiguities. Neither is it difficult to And the reasons 
of these defects by considering the structure of the language in 
its entirety, and by translating the sentences in question into a 
few other languages and comparing the results. 

First, with regard to the formal distinctions between cases, 
the really weak point cannot be the fewness of those endings, 
for in that case we should expect the same sort of ambiguities 
to be very common in English and Danish, where the formal 
case distinctions are considerably fewer than in German; but as 
a matter of fact such ambiguities are more frequent in Glerman 
than in the other two languages. And, however paradoxical it 
may seem at first sight, one of the causes of this is the greater 
wealth of grammatical forms in German. Let us substitute 
other words for the ambiguous ones, and we shall see that the 
amphibology will nearly always disappear, because most other 
words will have different forms in the two cases, e.g.: 

Soweit die deutsche zunge klingt und dem aUmSehtigen 
(or, der allmSchtige) lieder singt | Seinem landsmann, dem er 
ebensoviel verdankte, wie dem grossen dichter (or, dcr groeae 
dichter) | Doch wiirde die gesellschaft des Indiers (or, dem 
Indier) l&stig gewesen sein | Daiin hat Calderon wohl nur 
einen konkurronten, Shakespeare, wdeher freilich den span- 
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iadien dithter nichi errcicht (or, den . . . der spaniteke dick- 
ter ...) \ Nur Diopeithcs fcindet dich insgeheim an, und der 
bruder des Kimon und aein freutul T. (or, den bruder . . . 
seinen freund). 

It is ♦■hiw very fact that countless sentences of this sort are 
perfectly clear which leads to the employment of similar construe* 
tions even where the resulting sentence is by no means clear; 
but if all, or most, words were identical in the nominative and 
the dative, like goU, or in the dative and genitive, like der Indierin, 
constructions like those used would be im])os8ible to imagine in 
a language meant to be an intelligible vehicle of thought. And 
so the ultimate cause of the ambiguities is the inconsistency in the 
formation of the several cases. But this inconsistency is found 
in all the old languages of the Aryan family : cases which in one 
gender or with one class of stems are kept perfectly distinct, 
are in others identical. I take some examjilcs from Lai in, because 
this is perhaps the best known language of this type, but Gothic 
or Old Slavonic would show inconsistencies of the same kind. 
Domini is genitive singular and nominative plural (corresponding 
to, e.g., verbi and ver^) ; verba is nonunative and accusative j)!. 
(corresponding to domini and domirws) ; domino is dative and 
ablative ; dominoe gen. and dative singular and nominative plural; 
te is accusative and ablative; qui is singular and plural; qua 
singular fern, and plural fern, and neuter, etc. Hence, while patrea 
filioa amant or palrea filii amant are perfectly clear, palrea conauka 
amant allows of two interpretations; and in how many 
cannot such a proposition as lloraliua et Virgiliua poela I arii 
amici erani be construed ? Mentnii patria munua may ntcan 
‘ the gift of father Menenius,’ or ‘ the gift of Menenius’s father ’; 
expera illiua pericuii either ‘ free from that danger or free from 
(sharing) that person’-s danger ’; in an infinitive^ construction 
with two accusatives, the only way to know which is the subject 
and which the object is to consider the context, and that is not 
always decisive, as in the oracular response given to the yi*.acide 
Pyrrhus, as quoted by Cicero from Ennius: “ Aio te, iEacida, 
Romanoa vincere posse.” Such drawbacks seem to be inseparable 
from the structure of the nighly flexional Aryan languages; although 
they are not logical consequences of a wealth of forms, yet his* 
torically they cling to those languages which have the greatest 
number of grammatical endings. And as we are here concerned 
not \ith the question how to construct an artificial language 
(and even there I should not advise the adoption “t many case 
distinctions), but with the valuation of natural languages as 
actually existing in their earlier and modern stages, wc cannot 
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accept Johannson’s verdict: “ The greater the wealth of forms, 
the more intelligible the speech.” 

XVnL—§5* Word Order. 

If the German sentences quoted above are ambiguous, it is 
not only on account of the want of clearness in the forms employed, 
but also on account of the German rules of word order. One rule 
places the verb last in subordinate sentences, and in two of the 
sentences there would be no ambiguity in principal sentences: 
Die deutsche zunge klingt und aingt gott im himmel lieder; or, 
Die deutsche zunge klingt, und goU im himmel aingt lieder | Sit 
erreicht freilich nicht die spanische dichterin; or. Die spanische 
dichtcrin erreicht aie freilich nicht. In one of the remaining sen¬ 
tences the ambiguity is caused by the rule that the verb must be 
placed immediately after an introductory subjunct: if we omit 
dock the sentence becomes clear: Die gesellaehaft der Indierin 
uiirde Iftstig gewesen scin, or, Die gesellaehaft viirde dir Indierin 
lUstig gewesen sein. Here, again we see the ill consequences of 
inconsistency of linguistic structure; some of the rules for word 
position serve to show grammatical relations, but in certain cases 
they have to give way to other rules, which counteract this useful 
purpose. If you change the order of words in a German sentence, 
you will often find that the meaning is not changed, but the result 
will be an unidiomatic construction (bad grammar); while in 
English a transposition will often result in perfectly good grammar, 
only the meaning will bo an entirely different one from the original 
sentence. This does not amount to saying that the German rules 
of position are useless and the English ones ail useful, but only 
to saying that in English word order is utilized to express difference 
of meaning to a far greater extent than in German. 

One critic cites against me ” one example, which figures in 
almost every Rhetoric as a violation of clearness: And ihua the 
son the fervid aire addreaa'd” and he adds : “ The use of a separate 
form for nominative and accusative w'ould clear up the ambiguity 
immediately.” The retort is obvious: no doubt it would, but 
BO would the use of a natural word order. Word order is just as 
much a part of English grammar as case-endings are in other 
languages ; a violation of the rules of word order may cause the 
same wont of intelligibility as the use of dominum instead of 
dominua would in Latin. And if the example is found in almost 
every English Rhetoric, I am glad to say that equally ambiguous 
sentences are very rare indeed in other English books. Even in 
poetry, where there is such a thing as poetic licence, and where 
the exigencies of rhythm and rime, as well as the fondness for 
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archaic and outrof-the-way expressions, will often induce deviations 
from the word order of prose, real ambiguity will very soUlora 
arise on that account. It is true that it has been disputed which 
is the subject in Gray’s line: 

And all the air a Boltmn atillnesB holds, 

but then it does not matter much, for the ultimate understanding 
of the line must be exactly the same whether the air holds stillness 
or stillness holds the air. In ordinary language we may find 
similar collocations, but it is worth saying with some emphasis 
that there can never bo any doubt as to which is the subject and 
which the object. The ordinary word order is, Subject-Vcrb- 
Object, and where there is a deviation there must always be some 
special reason for it. This may be the wish, especially for the 
sake of some contrast, to throw into relief some member of the 
sentence. If this is the subject, the purpose is achieved by 
stressing it, but the word order is not affected. But if it is the 
object, this may be placed in the very beginning of the sentence, 
but in that case English does not, like German and Dani.sh, require 
inversion of the verb, and the order consequently is, Object-Sub¬ 
ject-Verb, which is perfectly clear and unambiguous. See, for 
instance, Dickens’s sentence: “Tokni, Mr. Micatober has; capilul, 
Mr. Mteatober has not,” and the following passage from a recent 
novel: “ Even Royalty had not quite their glow and glittcT; 
Royalty you might see any day, driving, bowing, smiling. The 
Queen had a smile for every one; but the Duchess no one, not 
even Lizzie, ever saw.” Thus, also, in Shakespeare’s : 

Things base and vilde, holding no quantity, 

Lous can transpose to forme and ciignity {Mids. t. 1. 233), 

and in Longfellow’s translation from Logau : 

A blind man is a poor man, and blind a poor man is ; 

For the former seeth no m.in, and the latter no man h>-ob. 

The reason for deviating from the order. Subject-Verb-Object, 
may again be purely grammatical: a relative or an interrogative 
pronoun must be placed first; but here, too, English grammar 
precludes ambiguity, as witness the following sentences: This 
picture, which surpasses Mona Lisa | This picture, which Mona 
Lisa surpasses | What picture surpasses Mona Lisa ? | What 
picture does Mona Usa surpass ? In German (dieses bild, 
welches die M. L. fibertriflt, etc.) all four sentences would be 
ambiguous, in Danish the two last would be indistinguishable; 
but English shows that a small number of case forms is not 
incompatible with perfect clearness and perspicuity. If the famous 
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oracular answer {Henry VI, 2nd Part, i. 4. 33), “The Duke yet 
Hues, that Henry shall depose,” is ambiguous, it is only because 
it is in verse, where you expect inversions: in ordinary prose it 
could be understood only in one way, as the word order would 
be reversed if Henry was meant as the object. 

XVlll.—$6. Gender. 

Besides case distinctions the older Aryan languages have a 
rather complicated system of gender distinctions, which in many 
instances agrees with, but in many others is totally independent 
of, and even may be completely at war with, the natural distinc¬ 
tion between male beings, female beings and things without sex. 
This grammatical gender is sometimes looked upon as something 
valuable for a language to possess; thus Schroeder {Die formale 
Unteracheidung 87) says: “The formal distinction of genders 
b decidedly an enormous advantage which the Aryan, Semitic 
and Egjrptian languages have before all other languages.” Aasen 
{Norsk Orammatik 123) finds that the preservation of the old 
genders gives vividness and variety to a language; he therefore, 
in constructing his artificial Norwegian ‘ landsmaal,’ based it 
on those dialects which made a formal distinction between the 
masculine and feminine article. But other scholars have recog¬ 
nized the disadvantages accruing from such distinctions; thus 
Tegn4r (SM 50) regrets the fact that in Swedish it is impossible 
to give such a form to the sentence * sin make m& man ej svika ’ 
as to make it clear that the admonition is applicable to both 
husband and wife, because make, * mate,’ is masculine, and maka 
feminine. In Danish, where mage is common to both sexes, no 
such difficulty arises. Gabelentz (Spr 234) says : “ Das gramma- 
tische geschlecht bringt es weiter mit sich dass wir deutschen nie 
eine frauensperson als einen menschen und nicht leicht einen 
mann als eine person bezeichnen.” 

As a matter of fact, German gender b responsible for many 
difficulties, not only when it is in conflict with natural sex, as when 
one may hesitate whether to use the pronoun es or ste in reference 
to a person just mentioned as das mSdehen or das weib, or er or 
sie in reference to die schildioache, but also when sexless things 
are concerned, and er might be taken as either referring to the 
man or to der stuhl or to der uxUd just mentioned, etc. In France, 
grammarians have dbputed without end as to the propriety or 
not of referring to the (feminine) word personnes by means of the 
pronoun Us (see Nyrop, Kongruena 24, and Gr. iii. § 712): “ Les 
personnes que vous attendiez sont Uma logia ici.” As a negative 
pronoun peraonne b now frankly masculine: * personne n’est ma^ 
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heureux.* With gena the old feminine gender is still kept up when 
an adjective precedes, as in Zes bonnes gens, thus also toutes les 
bonnes gens, but when the adjective has no separate feminine 
form, schoolmasters prefer to say tons Ics honnites gens, and the 
masculine generally prevails when the adjective is at some distance 
from gens, as in the old school-example, Instmiis par Vexp6ricnce, 
toutes les vieilles gens sont soupfonneux. There is a good deal of 
artificiality in the strict rules of grammarians on this point, and 
it is therefore good that the An6t4 ministdriel of 1901 tolerates 
greater liberty; but conflicts are unavoidable, and will rise quite 
naturally, in any language that has not arrived at the piTfeet 
stage of complete gendcrlessness (whieh, of course, is not identical 
with inability to express sex-difFerences). 

Most English pronouns make no distinction of sex: I, yon, 
we, ^ey, who, each, somebody, etc. Yet, when we hear tlint 
Finni c and Magyar, and indeed the vast majority of languages 
outside the Aryan and Semitic world, have no separate forms 
for he and she, our first thought is one of astonishment; we fail 
to see how it is possible to do without this distinction. But if 
we look more closely we shall see that it is at times an inconvenieneo 
to have to specify the sex of the person spoken about. Coleridge 
{Anima Poetce 190) regretted the lack of a pronoun to refer to 
the word person, as it necessitated some stiff and strange construc¬ 
tion like ‘not letting the person be aware wherein offence had 
been given,' instead of * wherein he or she has offended.’ It 
has been said that if a genderless pronoun could bo substituted 
for he in such a proposition as thi.s : * It would bo interesting if 
each of the leading poets would tell us what he considers his best 
work,’ ladies would be spared the disparaging implication that 
the leading poets were all men. Similarly there is something 
incongruous in the following sentence found in a German review 
of a book: “ Was Maria und Fritz so zucinandcr zog, war, doss 
jeder von ihnen am anderen sah, wie er unglflcklich war. Any¬ 
one who has written much in Ido will have often felt how convenient 
it is to have the common-sex pronouns lu (he or she), singlu, altru, 
etc. It is interesting to see the different ways out of the difficulty 
resorted to in actual language. First the cumbrous use of he 
or she, as in Fielding TJ 1. 174, the reader’s heart (if he or she 
have any) | Miss Muloch H. 2. 128, each one made his or her 
comment.^ Secondly, the use of he alone: If anybody behaves 
in such and such a manner, he wall be punished (cf. the wholly 


* This ungainly repetition is frequent in the Latin of Roman 
Digest. IV. 6. 2. Qui queevs . . . capite rfimtnirtt dtwmwfcs 
^tos sasve. iudioiVm dabo. | XLIII. 30, Qut «««'««« 

Tltii eat. si M earn apud te est, dolove malo tuo factum eet quominns apua 
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unobjectionable, but not always applicable, formula: Whoever 
behaves in such and such a manner will be punished). This use 
of he has been legalized by the Act 13 and 14 Viet., cap. 21. 4: 

That in all acts words importing the masculine gender shall be 
deemed and taken to include females.” Third, the sexless but plural 
form thei/ may be used. If you try to put the phrase, ‘ Does 
anybody prevent you ? ’ in another way, beginning with ‘ Nobody 
prevento you,’ and then adding the interrogatory formula, you 
will perceive that ‘ does he ’ is too definite, and ‘ does he or she' 
too clumsy; and you will therefore naturally say (as Thackeray 
does, P 2. 260), “ Nobody prevents you, do they I ” In the same 
manner Shakespeare writes (Lucr. 125): ” Everybody to rest 
themselves betake.” The substitution of the plural for the 
singular is not wholly illogical; for everybody is much the same 
thing as ' all men,’ and “nobody is the negation of ' all men ’; but the 
phenomenon is extended to cases where this explanation will not 
hold good, as in G. Eliot, M. 2. 304,1 shouldn’t like to punish any 
one, even if they'd done me wrong. (For many examples from 
good writers see my MEG. ii. 6, 66.) 

The English interrogative who is not, like the quia or qua of 
the Romans, limited to one sex and one number, so that our 
question ‘ Who did it 1 ’ to be rendered exactly in Latin, would 
require a combination of the four: Quia hoc fecit ? Q'uee hoc 
fecit? Qui hoc feceruntt Quee hoc feceruntf or rather, the 
abstract nature of who (and of did) makes it possible to express 
such a question much more indefinitely in English than in any 
highly fiexional language ; and indefiniteness in many cases means 
greater precision, or a closer correspondence between thought and 
expression. 

XVm.—§ 7. Nominal Concord. 

We have seen in the case of the verbs how widely diffused in 
all the old Aryan languages is the phenomenon of Concord. It 
is the same with the nouns. Here, as there, it consists in secondary 
words (here chiefly adjectives) being made to agree with principal 
words, but while with the verbs the agreement was in number and 
person, here it is in number, case and gender. This is well known 
in Greek and Latin; as examples from Gothic may here be given 
Luk. 1. 72, gamunan triggwoa weihaizoa aeinaizoa, ‘to remember 

te esaet, ita eum eamtw ezhibeaa. (XI. 3, Qui tertmm aervam atienum alienam 
recepisae persuaaisseve quid ei droitur dolo mido, quo eum earn deteriorem 
facerct, in eum, quanti ea res erit, in duplum indicium dabo. I owe these 
and some other Latin examples to my late teacher, Dr. O. Siesbye. From 
French, Nyrop {Kongruena, p. 12) dves some corresponding examples! 
kma ceux at toutu eellea qui, ayant eM orphelins, avaient eu une enfance 
malheureuse (Philippe), and from Old French i Lore donna oongi4 i eeue 
at A eelea que il avoit reecous (ViUehardouin). 
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llis holy covenant,’ and 1. 76, allans dagans unsarans, * all our 
days.’ The English translation shows how English has tiiscnrded 
this trait, for there is nothing in the forms of {his), holy, all and 
our, as in the Gothic forms, to indicate what substantive they 
belong to. 

Wherever the same adjectival idea is to be joined to two 
substantives, the concordless junction is an obvious advantage, 
as seen from a comparison of the English ‘ iny wife and children * 
with the French ‘ ma femme et mes enfants,’ or of ‘ the local press 
and committees * with * la presse locale et les coinitds locaux.* 
Try to translate exactly into French or Latin such a sentence as 
this: “ What are the present state and wants of mankind ? ” 
(Ruskin). Cf. also the expression ‘ a verdict of wilful murder 
against some person or persons unknown' where some and unknown 
belong to the singular as well as to the plural forms; Fielding 
writes (TJ 3. 65): “ Some particular chapter, or perhaps chapters, 
may he obnoxious." Where an English editor of a text, will write : 
“ Some (indifferently singular and plural) word or words wanting 
here,” a Dane will write : “ Et (sg.) eller Acre (pi.) ord (indifferent) 
mangier her.” These last examples may bo taken os proof that 
it might even in some cases be advantageous to have forms in 
the substantives that did not show number; still, it must be 
recognized that the distinction between one and more than one 
righMy belongs to substantival notions, but logically it has as 
little to do with adjectival as with verbal noti<jua (cf. above, Ch. 
XVII § 11). In ‘ black spots ’ it is the spots, but not the qualities 
of black, that we count. And in ‘ two black spots ’ it is of course 
quite superfluous to add a dual or plural ending (as in Latin duo, 
duos) in order to indicate once more what the word two denotes 
sufficiently, namely, that we have not to do with a singtilar. 
Compare, finally, E. to the father and mother, Fr. au pire et d la 
mire, G. zu dem vater und der mutter {zum vater und zur mutter). 

If it is admitted that it is an inconvenience whenever you 
want to use an adjective to have to put it in the form corresponding 
in case, number and gender to its substantive, it may bo thought 
a redeeming feature of the language which makes this demand 
that, on the other hand, it allows you to place the. adjective at some 
distance from the substantive, and yet the hearer or reader will 
at once connect the two togetlicr. But here, as elsewhere in 
* energetics,’ the question is whether the advantage counter¬ 
balances the disadvantage; in other words, whether the fact that 
you are free to place your adjective where you will is worth the 
price you pay for it in being always saddled with the heavy apparatus 
of adjectival flexions. Why should you want to remove the 
adjective from the substantive, which natiu’sHy roust be in your 
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thought when you are thinking of the adjective There is one 
natural employment of the adjective in which it has very often 
to stand at some distance from the substantive, namely, when it 
is predicative ; but then the example of German shows the needless- 
ness of concord in that case, for while the adjunct adjective is 
inflected (ein guter mensch, eine gvie frau, ein gutea buch, gute 
bUchcr) the predicative is invariable like the adverb (der mensch 
ist gut, die frau ist gut, das buch ist gut, die bfleher sind gvi). It 
is chiefly in poetry that a Latin adjective is placed far from its 
substantive, as in Vergil: ^ Et bene apud memores veteris stat 
gratia facti” (Mn. IV. 539), where the form shows that veteria 
is to be taken with facti (but then, where does bene belong ? it 
might be taken with memorea, atat or fa^ti). In Horace’s well- 
known aphorism ; “ iEquam memento rebus in arduis servare 
mentem,” the flexional form of cequam allows him to place it first, 
far from mentem, and thus facilitates for him the task of building 
up a perfect metrical line; but for the reader it would certainly 
be preferable to have had cequam mentem together at once, instead 
of having to hold his attention in suspense for five words, till 
finally ho comes upon a word with which to connect the adjective. 
There is therefore no economizing of the energy of reader or hearer. 
Extreme examples may bo found in Icelandic skaldic poetry, in 
which the poets, to fulfil the requirements of a highly complicated 
metrical system, entailing initial and medial rimes, very often 
place the words in what logically must be considered the worst 
disorder, thereby making their poem as difficult to understand 
as an intricate chess-problem is to solve—and certainly coming 
short of the higlu^st poetical form. 

ZVm.— § 8. The English Genitive. 

If we compare a group of Latin words, such as opera virorum 
omnium bonorum veterum, with a corresponding group in a few other 
languages of a less flexional type: OE. ealra godra ealdra manna 
weorc ; Danish aUe gode gamle mcenda voerker ; Modem English 
aU good old men's works, we perceive by analyzing the ideas ex¬ 
pressed by the several words that the Romans said really : * work,’ 
plural, nominative or accusative -|- ‘ man,’ plural, masculine, 
genitive -f ' all,’ plural, genitive -f- ‘ good,* pliual, masculine, 
genitive -f ‘ old,’ plural, masculine, genitive. Leaving opera out 
of consideration, we find that plural number is expressed four 
times, genitive case also four times, and masculine gender twice; ^ 

* If instead of omnium veterum 1 liad chosen, for instance, muUorttm 
antiquorum, tlie meaning of masculine gender would have been rendered 
four times: for languages, especially the older ones, are not distinguished 
by oonsistenoy. 
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in Old Elnglish the signs of number and cose are found four times 
each, while there is no indication of gender ; in Danish (he plural 
number is marked four times and the ease once. And linnlly, 
in Modem English, we find each idea expressed once t»nly ; and 
as nothing is lost in clearness, this method ns being (he easiest and 
shortest, must be considered the best. Alai hemntically the different 
ways of rendering the same thing might be represented by the 
formulas : anx -f- hnx + cnx = (an + bn + cn)x = (a+b4-c)nx. 

This unusual faculty of ‘ parenthesizing ’ enuses Danish, 
and to a still greater degree English, to stand outside the definition 
of the Aryan family of languages given by the earlier school of 
linguists, according to which the Aryan substantive and adjective 
can never be without a sign indicating case. Schleicher (NV 626) 
says : The radical difference between Alagyar and Indo-Germanic 
(Aryan) words is brought out distinctly by the fact tliat the post¬ 
positions belonging to co-ordinated nouns can be dis}M>nsed with 
in all the nouns except the last of the 8<Ties, e.g. a jd etnhernek, 
‘dem guten menschen ’ (o for oz, demonstrative pronoun, article; 
jd, good ; ember, man, -nek% -nak, postposition with jwetty much 
the same meaning as the dative case), for az-vnk (annak) jd mik 
ember-nek, as if in Greek you should say to dya&o du&iufmo). An 
attributive adjective preceding its noun always has the form of 
the pure stem, the sign of plurality and the postposition indicating 
case not being added to it. Magyars say, for instance, Htinyndy 
Mdtyds magyar kirdly-nak (to the Ifuiigaiian kiiit: Mathew llun- 
yady), -nak belonging here to all the jirecjsling \u>nls. Nearly 
the same thing takes place where several words are joined t<»gethcr 
by means of ‘ and.’ ” 

Now, this is an exact parallel to the English groiip genitive 
in cases like ‘all good old men’s works,’ ‘the King of England’s 
power,’ ‘Beaumont and Flcb-her’s plays,’ ‘somebody el.se’s 
turn,’ etc. The way in which this group genitive has developed 
in comparatively recent times may be summed up as hdlows 
(see the detailed exposition in my ChE ch. iii.): In the oldest 
English -8 is a case-ending, like all othenn found in flexional lan¬ 
guages ; it forms together with the body of the noun one indivi¬ 
sible whole, in which it is sometimes impos-sible to tell where the 
kernel of the word ends and the ending begins (compare evdes 
from ende and heriges from here); only some words have this 
ending, and in others the genitive is inrlieaterl in other ways. As 
to syntax, the meaning or function of the genitive is complieated 
and rather vague, and there are no fixed rules for the position of 
the genitive in the sentence. 

In course of time we witness a gradual develojiment tow’nnls 
greater regularity and precision. The partitive, objective, dcscrip- 
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tive and some other functions of the genitive become obsolete; 
the genitive is invariably put immediately before the word it 
belongs to; irregular forms disappear, the $ raiding alone surviving 
as the fittest, so that at last we have one definite ending with one 
definite function and one definite position. 

In Old English, when several words belonging together were 
to be put in the genitive, each of them had to take the genitive 
mark, though this was often different in different words, and thus 
we had combinations like anea reades mannea, ‘ a red man’s ’ | ycare 
godlican lufe, ‘ the godlike love’s ’ | ealra godra ealdra manna 
weorc, etc. Now the a used everywhere is much more independent, 
and may be separated from the principal word by an adverb like 
dae or by a prepositional group like of England, and one a is 
sufficient at the end even of a long group of words. Here, then, we 
see in the full light of comparatively recent history a giving up 
of the old fiexion with its inseparability of the constituent elements 
of the word and with its strictness of concord; an easier and 
more regular system is developed, in which the ending leads a 
more independent existence and may be compared with the 
* agglutinated ’ elements of such a language as Magyar or even 
with the ‘ empty words ’ of Chinese grammar. The direction of 
this development is the direct opposite of that assumed by 
most linguists for the development of languages in prehistoric 
times. 


ZVm.—§9. Bantu Concord. 

One of the most characteristic traits of the history of English 
is thus seen to be the gradual getting rid of concord as of some¬ 
thing superfluous. Where concord is found in our family of 
languages, it certainly is an heirloom from a primitive age, and 
strikes us now as an outcome of a tendency to be more explicit 
than to more advanced people seems strictly necessary. It is 
on a par with the * concord of negatives,’ as we might term the 
emphasizing of the negative idea by seemingly redimdant repeti* 
tions. In Old English it was the regular idiom to say : ntm man 
nyste nan ]nng, * no man not-knew nothing ’; so it was in 
Chaucer’s time: he neuere yet no vileynye ne sayde In all his 
lyf unto no manner wight; and it survives in the vulgar speech 
of our own days: there was niver nobody else gen (gave) me 
nothin ’ (George Eliot); whereas standard Modem English is 
content with one negation: no man knew anything, etc. That 
concord is really a primitive trait (though not, of course, found 
equally distributed among all * primitive peoples ’) will be seen 
also by a rapid glance at the structure of the South African group 
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of languages called Bantu, for here we find not only repetition of 
negatives, but also other phenomena of concord in siiccially 
luxuriant growth. 

I take the following examples chiefly from \V. H. 1. Block’s 
excellent, though unfortunately unfinished, Comparative Orammar, 
though I am well aware that expressions like si-m-ianda (we love 
him) “ are never used by natives with this meaning without being 
determined by some other expression ” (Torreml, p. 7). The 
Zulu word for ‘ man ’ is umuntu ; every word in the same or a 
following sentence having any reference to that word must begin 
with something to remind you of the beginning of umuntu. This 
will be, according to fixed rules, either mu or tt, or w or m. In 
the following sentence, the meaning of which is ‘ our handsome 
man (or woman) appears, w'e love him (or her),’ these reminders 
(as I shall term them) are printed in italics; 

umuntu u^otn omuchle uyabonakala, siy/itanda (1) 
man ours handsome appears, we love. 

If, instead of the singular, we take the corresponding plural 
abantu, ‘ men, people ’ (whence the generic name of Bantu), the 
sentence looks quite different: 

abantu 6etu ohochle hayabonakala, si6atanda (2). 

In the same way, if we successively take as our starting-point 


iliztee, ‘ country,’ 

the corresponding plural amazwe, ‘countries,’ 

isizwe, * nation,’ 

izizwe, ‘ nations,’ tTUombi, 

‘ girl,’ izintombi, 

‘ girls,’ we get: 





ilizwe 

fetu 

eltchle 

h'yabonakala, 

sih'tanda 

(«) 

amazwe 

etu 

amachle 

uyabonakala, 

sitmtanda (6) 

iaizwe 

setu 

estchle 

styabonakala. 

sisttanda 

(7) 

tztzwe 

zetu 

eztchle 

ztyabonakala. 

sizttanda 

(8) 

intombi 

yetu 

enchle 

tyabonakala. 

siyttanda 

(9) 

tztalombi 

zetu 

cztnchle 

ztyabonakala. 

sizttanda 

(10) 

(girls) , 

our 

handsome 

appear. 

we love.^ 



In other words, every substantive belongs to one of several 
classes, of which some have a singular and others a plural meaning; 
each of these classes has its own prefix, by means of which the 
concord of the parts of a sentence is indicated. (An inhabitant 

^ The change of the initial sound of the reminder belonging to^ the 
adjective ia explained through composition with a ‘ relative particle * a ; 
ou becoming o, and ai, s. The numbers within parontbeses refer to the 
numbers of Bleek’s classes. Similar sentences from Tonga are found ia 
Torrend’s Compar. Qr. p. 6f. 

28 
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of the country of I7ganda is called mvganda, pi. 6cganda or u;aganda; 
the language spoken there is luganda.) 

It will be noticed that adjectives such as * handsome * or 
‘ ours * take different shapes according to the word to which they 
refer; in the Zulu Lord’s Prayer * thy ’ is found in the following 
forms: lako (referring to igama, ‘ name,’ for »7tgama, 6), hako, 
(tthukumkani, ‘ kingdom,’ 14), yako (intando, ' will,’ 0). also 
the genitive case of the same noun has a great many different 
forms, for the genitive relation is expressed by the reminder of 
the governing word + the ‘ relative particle ’ a (which is com¬ 
bined with the following sound); take, for instance, inkoai, * chief, 
king ’: 

umuntu wenkosi, * the king’s man ’ (1; we for -f o -f t). 
abantn 6enkosi, * the king’s men ’ (2). 
ilizwe ienkosi, ’ the king’s country ’ (5). 
amazwe enkosi, * the king’s countries ’ (6). 

Mtzwe senkosi, ' the king’s nation ’ (7). 
ukutanda kwenkoBi, ‘ the king’s love ’ (15). 

Livingstone says that these apparently redimdant repetitions 
** imparl energy and perspicuity to each member of a proposition, 
and prevent the possibility of a mistake os to the antecedent.” 
These prefixes are necessary to the Bantu languages; still, Bleek 
is right as against Livingstone in speaking of the repetitions as 
cumbersome, just as the endings of Latin muUorum virorum 
antiquorum ore cumbersome, however indispensable they may 
have been to the contemporaries of Cicero. 

These African phenomena have been mentioned here chiefly 
to show to what lengths concord may go in the speech of some 
primitive peoples. The prevalent opinion is that each of these 
prefixes {umu, aba. Hi, etc.) was originally an independent word, 
and that thus words like umuntu, ilizwe, were at first compounds 
like E. steamship, where it would evidently be possible to imagine 
a reference to this word by means of a repeated ship (our ship, 
which ship is a great ship, the ship appears, we love the ship); 
but at any rate the Zulus extend this principle to cases that would 
be parallel to an imagined repetition of friendship by means of the 
same ship, or to referring to steamer by means of the ending er 
(Bleek 107). Bleek and others have tried to find out by an 
analysis of the words making up the different classes what may 
have been the original meaning of the class-prefix, but very often 
the connecting tie is extremely loose, and in many oases it seems 
that a word might with equal right have belonged to another 
class than the one to which it actually belongs. The connexion 
also frequently seems to be a derived rather than an original onc^ 
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and much in this class-division is just as arbitrary as th«» reference 
of Aryan nouns to each of the three genders. In several of the 
classes the words have a definite numerical value, so that they go 
together in pairs as corresponding singular and plural nouns ; but 
the existence of a certain number of exceptions shows that these 
numerical values cannot originally have been associated \iitb the 
class prefixes, but must be due to an extension by analogy 
(Bleck 140 fi.). The starting-point may have been substantivee 
standing to each other in the relation of * person ' to ‘ pco])lc,’ 
‘ soldier ’ to ‘ army,’ ‘ tree ’ to ‘ forest,’ etc. The prefixes of 
such words as the latter of each of these pairs will easily acquire 
a certain sense of plurality, no matter what they may have meant 
originally, and then they will lend themselves to forming a kiiul 
of plural in other nouns, being either put instead of the prefix 
belonging properly to the noun {amazwe, ’ countries,’ 0; t/tzwe, 
‘country,’ 6), or placed before it (ma-futo, ‘spoons,’ 0, Zuto, 
* spoon, ’ 11). 

In some of the languages “the forms of some of the prefixes 
have been so strongly contracted as almost to defy identification.*’ 
(Blcek 234). All the prefixes probably at first hud fuller forms 
than appear now. Blcek noticed that the mo- prefix never, e.\r<‘ pt 
in some degraded languages, had a corresponding mo- as purtitile, 
but, on the contrary, is followed in the sentence by ga-, ya-, or 
0 -, and mw- (3) generally has a corresponding particle gu-. Now, 
Sir Harry Johnston (The Uganda Protectorate, 1902, 2. 891) has 
found that on Mount Eldon and in Kavirondo there arc some very 
archaic forms of Bantu languages, in which gutnu- and gama- 
are the commonly used forms of the mu- and mo- prefixes, as well 
as baba- and hvbu- for ordinary ba-, bu- ; he infers that the original 
forms of mu-, ma- were ngumu-, ngama-. I am not so sure that 
he is right when he says that these prefixes were originally “ words 
which had a separate meaning of their own, cither os directives 
or demonstrative pronouns, as indications of sex, weakness, little¬ 
ness or greatness, and so on ’’—for, as we shall see in a subsequent 
chapter, such grammatical instruments may have been at first 
inseparable parts of long words—parts w'hich bad no meaning 
of their own—and have acquired some more or less vague gram¬ 
matical meaning through being extended gradually to other Wf)rd8 
with which they had originally nothing to do. The actual 
irregularity in their distribution certainly seems to point in that 
direction. 

XVnL—§ 10. Word Order Again. 

Mention has already been made here and there of word order 
and its relation to the great question of simplification of gram- 
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matical structure; but it will be well in this place to return to the 
subject in a more comprehensive way. The theory of word order 
has long been the Cinderella of linguistic science: how many even 
of the best and fullest grammars are wholly, or almost wholly, silent 
about it I And yet it presents a great many problems of high 
importance and of the greatrat interest, not only in those languages 
in which word order has been extensively utilized for grammatieal 
purposes, such as English and Chinese, but in other languages 
as well. 

In historical times we see a gradual evolution of strict rules 
for word order, while our general impression of the older stages 
of our languages is that words were often placed more or less at 
random. This is what we should naturally expect from primitive 
man, whose thoughts and words are most likely to have come to 
him rushing helter-skelter, in wild eonfusion. One cannot, of 
course, apply so strong an expression to languages such as 
Sanskrit, Greek or Gothic; still, compared with our modem 
languages, it cannot be denied that there is in them much more 
of what from one point of view is disorder, and from another 
freedom. 

This is especially the case with regard to the mutual position 
of the subject of a sentence and its verb. In the earliest times, 
sometimes one of them comes first, and sometimes the other. 
Then there is a growing tendency to place the subject first, and 
as this position is found not only in most European languages 
but also in Chinese and other languages of far-away, the phe¬ 
nomenon must be founded in the very nature of human thought, 
though its non-prevalence in most of the older Aryan languages 
goes far to show that this particular ouler is only natural to 
developed human thought. 

Survivals of the earlier state of things are found here and 
there ; thus, in German ballad style: “ Kam ein schlanker bursch 
gegangen.** But it is well worth noticing that such an arrange¬ 
ment is generally avoided, in German as well as in the other modern 
languages of Western Europe, and in those oases where there is 
some reason for placing the verb before the subject, the speaker 
still, as it wore, satisfies his grammatical instinct by putting a 
kind of sham subject before the verb, as in E. there comes a time 
when . . ., Dan. der kommer en tid da . . ., G. e« kommt eine 
zeit wo . . ., Fr. il arrive un temps oh . . . 

In Keltic the habitual word order placed the verb first, but 
little by little the tendency prevailed to introduce most sentences 
by a periplu^is, as in * (it) is the man that comes,’ and as that 
came to mean merely * the man comes,’ the word order Subject' 
Verb was thus brought about circuitously. 
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Before this particular word order, Subject-Verb, was firmly 
established in modem Gothonic longuages, an exception obtained 
wherever the sentence began with some other word than the 
subject; this might be some important member of the proposition 
that was placed first for the sake of emphasis, nr it might be some 
unimportant little adverb, but the rule was that the verb should 
at any rate have the second place, as being felt to be in some way 
tht) middle or central pari of the whole, and the subject had then 
to be content to be placed after the verb. This was the rule in 
Middle English and in Old French, and it is still strictly followed 
in German and Danish : Gestem kam daa achiff | Hgen gav jeg 
kagen, ikke drengen. Traces of the practice are still found in 
English in parenthetic sentences to indicate who is the speaker 
(‘ Oh, yes,’ said he), and after a somewhat long subjunct, if there 
is no object (‘ About this time died the gentle Queen Elizabeth ’), 
where this word order is little more than a stylistic triek to avoid 
the abrupt effect of ending the sentence with an isolated verb 
like died. Otherwise the order Subject-Verb is almost univf'rsul 
in English. 


XV ill.—§11. Compromises. 

The inverted order, Verb-Subject, is uscxl extensively in many 
languages to express questions, wishes and invitations. But, as 
already stated, this order was not originally peculiar to such 
sentences. A quc.stion was expressed, no matter how the words 
were arranged, by pronouncing the whole sentence, or the most 
important part of it, in a peculiar rising tone. This manner of 
inclicating questions is, of course, still kept up in modern speech, 
and is often the only thing to show that a question is meant 
(‘ John ? * I ‘ John is here ? ’). But although there was thus a 
natural manner of expressing questions, and although the inverted 
word order was used in other sorts of sentences as well, yet in 
course of time there came to be a connexion between the two 
things, so that putting the verb before the subject was felt as 
implying a question. The rising tone then came to be less neces¬ 
sary, and is much less marked in inverted sentences like * Is John 
here 1 ’ than in sentences with the usual word order: * John 
is here 1 * 

Now, after this method of indicating questions had become 
comparatively fixed, and after the habit of thinking of the subject 
first had become all but universal, these two principles entere<l 
into conflict, the result of which has been, in English, Danish 
and French, the establishment in some cases of various kinds of 
compromise, in which the interrogatory word order has formally 
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oarried the day, while really the verb, that is to say the verb which 
means something, is placed after its subject. In English, this is 
attained by means of the auxiliary do : instead of Shakespeare’s 
Came he not home to-night 1 ” (Bo. u. 4. 2) we now say, “ Did 
he not (or. Didn’t he) come home to-night ? ” and so in all oases 
where a similar arrangement is not already brought about by the 
presence of some other auxiliary, * Will ho come ? ’, ‘ Can he 
come 1 ’, etc. Where we have an interrogatory pronoun as a 
subject, no auxiliary is required, because the natural front position 
of the pronoun maintains the order Subject-Verb (Who came ? | 
What happened ?). But if the pronoun is not the subject, do 
is required to establish the balance between the two principles 
(Who(m) did you see 1 | What does he say ?). 

In Danish, the verb mon, used in the old language to indicate 
a weak necessity or a vague futurity, fulfils to a certain extent 
the same office as the English do; up to the eighteenth century 
mon was really an auxiliary verb, followed by the infinitive : ‘ Mon 
han komme 1 ’; but now the construction has changed, the 
indicative is used with mon: ‘ Mon han kommer I ’, and mon is 
no longer a verb, but an interrogatory adverb, which serves the 
purpose of placing the subject before the verb, besides making 
the question more indefinite and vague : ‘ Kommer han I ’ means 
* Does ho come 1 ’ or * Will ho come ? ’ but ‘ Mon han kommer 1 ' 
means ‘ Does he come (Will ho come), do you think ? ’ 

French, finally, has developed two distinct forms of compromise 
between the confiicting principles, for in ‘ Est-ce que Pierre bat 
Jean ? ’ est-ce represents the interrogatory and Pierre bat the usual 
word order, and in ‘ Pierre bat-il Jean ? ’ the real subject is placed 
before and the sham subject after the verb. Here also, as in 
Danish, the ultimate result is the creation of ‘ empty words,’ or 
interrogatory adverbs : est-ce-que in every respect except in speUing 
is one word (note that it does not change with the tense of the 
main verb), and thus is a sentence prefix to introduce questions; 
and in poptilar speech we find another empty word, namely ti 
(see, among other scholars, G. Paris, Melanges ling. 276). The 
origin of this ti is very curious. While the t of Latin amai, etc., 
coming after a vowel, disappeared at a very early period of the 
French language, and so produced il aime, etc., the same t was 
kept in Old French wherever a consonant protected it,' and so 
gave the forms est, sont, fait (from fact, for facit), font, chantent, 
etc. From est-il, fait-il, etc., the t was then by analogy reintro¬ 
duced in aime-t-il, instead of the earlier aime il. Now, towards 
the end of the Middle Ages, French final consonants were as a rule 

* TUa protecting oonaonant wm dropped in pronunciation at a later 
period. 
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dropped in speech, except when followed immediately by a word 
beginning with a vowel. Consequently, while t is mute in sentences 
like * Ton frere dit | Tes frdres disent,' it is sounded in the corre> 
spending questions, ‘ Ton fiere dit-il ? Tes fibres disent-Ua f 
As the final consonants of U and ila are also generally dropped, 
even by educated speakers, the difference between interrogatory 
and declarative sentences in the spoken language de(x>nds solely 
on the addition of ti to the verb : written phonetically, the pairs 
will be: 

[t5 fr€*r di — to fre'r di ti] 

[to freT cli'z — to fre'r di’z ti]. 

Now, popular instinct seizes upon this ti as a convenient sign 
of interrogative sentences, and, forgetting its origin, usi's it even 
with a feminine subject, turning ‘ Ta sceur di(t) ’ into the question 
‘ Ta Boeur di ti ? ’, and in the first person : ‘ Jo di ti ? ’ ‘ Nous 

dison ti I ' ‘ Je vous fais-ti tort ? ’ (Maupassant). In novels this 
is often written as if it were the adverb y : C’est-y pas vrai ? | Jo 
suis t’y bfite ! | C’est-y vous le monsieur do I’Acad^mio qui va 
avoir cent ana 1 (Daudet). I have dwelt on this point because, 
besides showing the interc.st of many problems of word order, it also 
throws some light on the sometimes unoxp<.‘cted ways by which 
languages must often travel to arrive at now expre.s.sions for gram¬ 
matical categories. 

It was mentioned above that the inverted order, Verb-Subject, 
Is used extensively, not only in questions, but also to express 
wnshes and invitations. Here, too, wo fin<l in English compromises 
with the usual order, Subject-Verb. For, apart from such formulas 
as ‘ Long live the King I ’ a wish is generally exprchscd by means 
of may, wliich is placed first, while the real verb comes after tho 
subject: ‘ May she be happy I ’, and instead of the old ‘ Go wo 1 ’ 
we have now ‘Let us go ! ’ with us, tho virtual subject, placed 
before the real verb. When a pronoun is wanted with an impera¬ 
tive, it used to be placed after tho verb, as in Shakt^sjMsare : ‘ Stand 
thou forth ’ and ‘ Fear not thou,' or in tho Bible ; ‘ Turn ye unto 
him,’ but now the usual order has prevailed : ‘ You try / ’ ‘ Y&ti 

take that seat, and somebody fetch a few more chairs ! ’ But if 
the au.xiliary do is used, we have the compromise onler : ‘ Don't 
you stir ! ' 


XVm.—§ 12. Order Beneficial ? 

I have here selected one point, the place of the subject, to 
illustrate the growing regularity in word order ; but the same 
tendency is manifested in other fields as well : the place of the 
object (or of two objects, if we have an indirect besides a direct 
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object), the place of the adjunct adjective, the place of a sub¬ 
ordinate adverb, which by coming regularly before a certain 
case may become a preposition * governing ’ that caae, etc. It 
cannot be denied that the tendency towards a more regular word 
order is universal, and in accordance with the general trend of 
this inquiry we must next ask the question: Is this tendency a 
beneficial one f Does the more regular word order foimd in 
recent stages of our languages constitute a progress in linguistic 
structure ? Or should it be deplored because it hinders freedom 
of movement t 

In answering this question we must first of all beware of 
letting our judgment be run away with by the word ‘ freedom.’ 
Because freedom is desirable elsewhere, it does not follow that 
it should be the best thing in this domain ; just as above we did 
not allow ourselves to be imposed on by the phrase ‘ wealth of 
forms,’ so here we must bo on our guard against the word ‘ free ’: 
what if we turned the question in another way : Which is preferable, 
order or disorder ? It may be true that, viewed exclusively from 
the standpoint of the speaker, freedom would seem to be a great 
advantage, os it is a restraint to him to be obliged to follow strict 
rules; but an orderly arrangement is decidedly in the interest 
of the hearer, as it very considerably facilitates his understanding 
of what is said ; it is therefore, though indirectly, in the interest of 
the speaker too, because he naturally speaks for the purpose 
of being understood. Besides, he is soon in his turn to become 
the hearer: os no one is exclusively hearer or speaker, there can 
be no real conflict of interest between the two. 

If it be urged in favour of a free word order that we owe a 
certain regard to the interests of poets, it must be taken into con¬ 
sideration, first, that we cannot all of us be poets, anil that a 
regard to all those of us who resemble Molidre’s M. Jourdain in 
speaking prose without being aware of it is perhaps, after all, more 
important than a regard for those very few who are in the enviable 
position of writing readable verso ; secondly, that a statistical 
investigation would, no doubt, give as its result that those poets 
who make the most extensive use of inversions are not among the 
greatest of their craft; and, finally, that so many methods are 
found of neutralizing the restraint of word order, in the shape of 
particles, passive voice, different constructions of sentences, etc., 
that no artist in language need despair. 

So far, we have scarcely done more than clear the ground before 
answering our question. And now we must recognize that there 
are some rules of word order which cannot be called beneficial 
in any way; they are like certain rules of etiquette, in so far as 
oxm can see no reason for their existence, and yet one is obliged to 
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bow to them. Historians may, in some oases, be able to account 
for their origin and show that they had a raison d'ilre at some 
remote period ; but the circumstances that called them into exist¬ 
ence then have passed away, and they are now felt to be restraints 
with no concurrent advant^e to reconcile us to their observance 
Among rules of tliis class we may reckon those for placing the 
French pronouns now before, and now after, the verb, now with 
the dative and now with the accusative first,' elle me U donne | elle 
le lui donne | donnez-2e moi | ne me le donnez pas.' And, again, 
the rules for placing the verb, object, etc., in German subordinate 
clauses otherwise than in main sentences. That the latter rules 
are defective and are inferior to the English rules, which are the 
same for the two kinds of sentences, was pointed out before, when 
we examined Johannson’s German sentences (p. 341), but hero 
we may state that the real, innermost reason for condemning them 
is their inconsistency: the same rule does not apply in all coses. 
It seems possible to establish the important principle that the 
more consistent a rule for word order is, the more useful it is in 
the economy of speech, not only as facilitating the understanding 
of what is said, but also os rendering possible certain thorough¬ 
going changes in linguistic structure. 


XVIII.—§ 13. Word Order and Simplification. 

This, then, is the conclusion I arrive at, that os simplification 
of grammatical structure, abolition of case distinctions, and so 
forth, always go hand in hand with the development of a fixed 
word order, this cannot be accidental, but there must exist a 
relation of cause and effect between the two phenomena. Which, 
then, is the priiu or cause ? To my mind undoubtedly the fixed 
word order, so that the grammatical simplification is the po^erius 
or effect. It is, however, by no means uncommon to find a half- 
latent conception in people’s minds that the flexional endings were 
first lost * by phonetic decay,’ or ‘ through the blind operation 
of Boimd laws,’ and that then a fixed word order hod to step in 
to make up for the loss of the previous forms of expression. But 
if this were true we should have to imagine an intervening period 
in which the mutual relations of words were indicated in neither 
way; a period, in fact, in which speech was unintelligible and 
consequently practically useless. The theory is therefore untenable. 
It follows that a fixed word order must have come in first: it 
would come quite gradually as a natural consequence of greater 
mental development and general maturity, when the speaker’s 
ideas no longer came into his mind helter-skelter, but in orderly 
sequence If before the establishment of some sort of fixed 
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word order any tendency to shir certain final consonants or vowels 
of grammatical importance had manifested itself, it could not 
have become universal, as it would have been constantly checked 
by the necessity that speech should be intelligible, and that there¬ 
fore those marks which showed the relation of different words 
should not be obliterated. But when once each word was placed 
at the exact spot where it properly belonged, then there was no 
longer anything to forbid the endings being weakened by assimila¬ 
tion, etc., or being finally dropped altogether. 

To bring out my view I have been obliged In the preceding 
paragraph to use expressions that should not be taken too literally ; 
I have spoken as if the changes referred to were made ‘ in the 
lump,’ that is, as if tlie word order was first settled in every 
respect, and after that the endings began to be dropped. The 
real facts are, of course, much more complicated, changes of one 
kind being interwoven with chiinges of the other in sueh a way as 
to render it difficult, if not impossible, in any particular case to 
discover which was the jjrins and which the posterivs. Wo are 
not able to lay our finger on ouo spot and say : Here final m or 
n was dropped, because it was now rendered superfluous as a case- 
sign on account of the accusative being invariably placed after 
the verb, or for some other such reason. Nevertheless, the essential 
truth of my hypothesis seems to me unimpeachable. Look at 
Latin final a. Cicero {Oral. 48. 161) expressly tells us, what is 
corroborated by a good many inscriptions, that there existed a 
strong tendency to drop final a ; but the tendency did not prevail. 
The reason seems obvious ; take a page of Latin prose and try 
the effect of striking out all final a\ and you will find that it will 
be extremely difficult to determine the meaning of many passages ; 
a consonant playing so important a part in the endings of nouns 
and verbs could not be left out without loss in a language possessing 
BO much freedom in regard to word position as Latin. Conse¬ 
quently it was kept, but in course of time word position became 
more and more subject to laws ; and when, centuries later, after 
the splitting up of Latin into the Romanic languages, the tendency 
to slur over final a knocked once more at the door, it met no longer 
with the same resistance : final a disappeared, first in Itelian and 
Rumanian, then in French, where it was kept till about the end 
of the Middle Ages, and it is now beginning to sound a retreat in 
Spanish; see on Andalusian Fr. WullI, Un Chapilre de Phenitiqua 
Andalouae, 1880. 

The main line of development in historical times has, 1 take 
It, been the following: first, a period in which words were placed 
somewhere or other according to the fancy of the moment, but 
many of them provided with signs that would show their mutual 



§18] WORD ORDER AND SIMPLIFICATION 868 

relations; next, a period with retention of these signs, combined 
with a growing regularity in word order, and at the same time in 
many connexions a more copious employment of prepositions; 
then an increasing indistinctness and finally complete dropping 
of the endings, word order (and prepositions) being now sufiioient 
to indicate the relations at first shown by endings and similar 
means. 

Viewed in this light, the transition from freedom in wool 
position to greater strictness must be considered a beneficial 
change, since it has enabled the speakers to do away with more 
circumstantial and clumsy linguistic moans. Schiller says ; 

Jeden anderen roeistor erkennt man an detn, was or atiKS|iricht; 

Was or weise verschweigt, zoigt mir den inoistor dcs stil.s. 

(Every other master is known by what ho says, but the imister 
of style by what he is wisely silent on.) What style is to the 
individual, the general laws of language are to the nation, and wo 
must award the palm to that language which makes it possible 
“ to be wisely silent ” about things which in other languages have 
to be expressed in a troublesome way, and which have often to 
be expressed over and over again (virorum omnium bonon<m 
veterwm, ealra godra ealdra manna). Could any linguistic expedient 
be more worthy of the genus homo najiienn than using for dilTerent 
purposes, with different significations, two sentcmces liko ‘John 
beats Henry ’ and ‘ Henry beats John,’ or the four Danish ones, 
‘Jens slaar Henrik—Henrik slaar Jens—slaar .lens Henrik?— 
slaar Henrik Jens ? ’ (John bents Henry—H. beats J.—iloes J. 
beat H. ?—does H. beat J. ?), or the Chinese use of 6i in different 
places (Ch. XIX § 3) ? Cannot this be compared with the ingcuiious 
Arabic system of numeration, in which 234 mean.s sonxdhing 
entirely different from 324, or 423, or 432, .and the iilcsas <»f “ tens 
and “hundreds” are elegantly suggested by the order of the 
characters, not, as in the Roman system, ponderously cx[)ressed ! 

Now, it should not be forgotten that this system, “ where m«»re 
is meant than meets the ear,” is not only more con vmient, but 
also clearer than flexions, as actually found in existing l.inguages, 
for word order in those languages which utilize it gnimmatically 
is used much more consistently than any endings have ever lx*cn 
in the old Aryan languages. It is not true, as .Johannson would 
have us believe, that the dispensing with okl flcxional en<ling8 was 
too dearly bought, as it brought about increasing possibilities of 
misunderstandings; for in the evolution of languages the rlis- 
carding of old flexions goes hand in hand with the <le\'elopment 
of simpler and more regular expedients that are rather less liable 
than the old ones to produce misunderstandings. Johannson 
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writes: " In oontraat to Jespersen I do not consider that the 
masterly expression is the one which is * wisely silent,’ and conse¬ 
quently leaves the meaning to be partly guessed at, but the one 
which is able to impart the meaning of the speaker or writer clearly 
and perfectly ”—^but here he seems rather wide of the mark. For, 
just as in reading the arithmetical symbol 234 we are perfectly 
sure that two hundred and thirty-four is meant, and not three 
hundred and forty-two, so in reading and hearing ‘ The boy hates 
the girl ’ we cannot have the least doubt who hates whom. After 
all, there is less guesswork in the grammatical understanding of 
English than of Latin ; cf. the examples given above, Ch. XVIII § 4, 
p. 343. 

The tendency towards a fixed word order is therefore a pro¬ 
gressive one, directly as well as indirectly. The substitution of 
word order for flexions means a victory of spiritual over material 
agencies. 

XVm.—§ 14. Summary. 

Wo may here sum up the results of our comparison of the 
main features of the grammatical structures of ancient and 
modem languages belonging to our family of speech. We have 
found certain traits common to the old steges and certain others 
characteristic of recent ones, and have thus been enabled to 
establish some definite tendencies of development and to find 
out the general direction of change; and we have shown reasons 
for the conviction that this development has on the whole and 
in the main been a beneficial one, thus justifying us in speaking 
about * progress in language.’ The points in which the superiority 
of the moduli languages manifested itself were the following : 

(1) The forms are generally shorter, tbus involving Iras 
muscular exertion and requiring less time for their enunciation. 

(2) There are not so many of them to burden the memory. 

(3) Their formation is much more regular. 

(4) Their syntactic use also presents fewer irregularities. 

(5) Their more analytic and abstract character facilitates 
expression by rendering possible a great many combinations and 
constructions which were formerly impossible or unidiomatic. 

(6) The clumsy repetitions known under the name of concord 
have become superfluous. 

(7) A clear and unambiguous understanding is secured through 
a regular word order. 

These several advantages have not been won all at once, and 
languages differ very much in the velocity with which they ha'.'s 
been moving in the direction indicated; thus High German is 
in many respects behindhand as compared with Ijow Gorman; 
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European Dutch as compared with African Dutch ; Swedish as 
compared with Danish ; and all of them as compared with ESngUsh ; 
further, among the Romanic languages we see considerable varia* 
tions in this respect. What is maintained is chiefly that there 
is a general tendency for languages to develop along the lines here 
indicated, and that this development may truly, from the anthropo¬ 
centric point of view, which is the only justifiable one, be termed 
a progressive evolution. 

But is this tendency really general, or even universal, in the 
world of languages t It will easily be seen that my examples 
have in the main been taken from comparatively few languages, 
those with which I myself and presumably most of my readers 
are most familiar, all of them belonging to the Gothonio and 
Romanic branches of the Aryan family. Would the same theory 
hold good with regard to other languages ! Without pretending 
to an intimate knowledge of the history of many languages, I 
yet dare assert that my conclusions are confirmed by all those 
languages whose history is accessible to us. Colloquial Irish and 
Gaelic have in many ways a simpler grammatical structure than 
the Oldest Irish. Russian has got rid of some of the complications 
of Old Slavonic, and the same is true, even in a much higher degree, 
of some of the other Slavonic languages; thus, Bulgarian has 
greatly simplified its nominal and Serbian its verbal flexions. The 
grammar of spoken Modem Greek is much less comj)licated than 
that of the language of Homer or of Demosthenes. The structure 
of Modem Persian is nearly as simple as English, though that of 
Ohl Persian was highly complicated. In India we witness a 
constant simplification of grammar from Sanskrit through Prakrit 
and Pali to the modern languages, Hindi, Hindostani (Urdu), 
Bengali, etc. Outside the Aryan world we see the same movement: 
Hebrew is simpler and more regular than As 83 rrian, and spoken 
Arabic than the old classical language, Koplic than Old Egyptian. 
Of most of the other languages we are not in possession of written 
records from very early times ; still, wo may affirm that in Turkish 
there has been an evolution, though rather a slow one, of a similar 
kind ; and, as we shall see in a later chapter, Chinese seems to 
have moved in the same direction, though the nature of its writing 
makes the task of penetrating into its history a matter of extreme 
difficulty. A comparative study of the numerous Bantu languages 
spoken all over South Africa justifies us in thinking that their 
evolution has been along the same lines : in some of them the 
prefixes characterizing various classes of nouns have been reduced 
in number and in extent (cf. above, f 9). Of one of them we have 
a grammar two hundred years old, by Brusciotto k Vctralla 
^•edited by H. Grattan Guinness, London, 1882). A comparison 
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of his description with the language now spoken in the same 
region (Mpongwe) shows that the class signs have dwindled down 
considerably and the number of the classes has been reduced 
from 16 to 10. In short, though we can only prove it with regard 
to a minority of the multitudinous languages spoken on the globe, 
this minority embraces all the languages known to us for so long 
a period that we can talk of their history, and we may, therefore, 
confidently maintain that what may be briefly termed the 
tendency towards grammatical simplification is a universal fact 
of linguistic history. 

That this simplification is progressive, i.e. beneficial, was 
overlooked by the older generation of linguistic thinkers, because 
they saw a kosmos, a beautiful and well-arranged world, in the 
old languages, and missed in the modem ones several things that 
they had been accustomed to regard with veneration. To some 
extent they were right: every language, when studied in the 
right spirit, presents so many beautiful points in its systematic 
structure that it may be called a ‘ kosmos.* But it is not in 
every way a kosmos; like everything human, it presents fine 
and less fine features, and a comparative valuation, such as the 
one here attempted, should take both into consideration. There 
is undoubtedly an exquisite beauty in the old Greek language, 
and the ancient Hellenes, with their artistic temperament, knew 
how to turn that beauty to the best account in their literary 
productions ; but there is no less beauty in many modem languages 
—though its appraisement is a matter of taste, and as such evades 
scientific inquiry. But the aesthetic point of view is not the 
decisive one : language is of the utmost importance to the whole 
practical and spiritual life of mankind, and therefore has to be 
estimated by such tests as those applied above; if that is done, 
we cannot ^ blind to the fact that modem languages as wholes 
are more practical than ancient ones, and that the latter present 
so many more anomalies and irregularities than our present-day 
languages that we may feel inclined, if not to apply to them 
Shakespeare’s line, Misshapen chaos of well-seeming forms,” 
yet to think that the development has been from something nearer 
chaos to something nearer kosmos. 
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Z1X.H 1* The Old Theory. 

What has been given in the last two chnutors to clear np the 
problem “ Decay or progress ? ” has been based, as will readily 
be noticed, exclusively on easily controllable facts of linguistio 
history. So far, then, it has been very smooth sailing. But 
now we must venture out into the open sea of prehistoric 
speculations. Our voyage will be the safer if we never lose 
sight of land and have a reliable compass tested in known 
waters. 

In our historical survey of linguistic science we have already 
seen that the prevalent theory concerning the prehistoric develop¬ 
ment of our speech is this: an originally isolating language, 
consisting of nothing but formless roots, ])aH8ed through an 
agglutinating stage, in which formal elements had been de¬ 
veloped, although these and the roots were mutually independent, 
to the third and highest stage found in flexional languages, 
in which formal elements penetrated the roots and made insepar¬ 
able unities with them. We shall now examine the basis of this 
theory. 

In the beginning was the root. This is “ the result of strict 
and careful induction from the facta recorded in the dialects of 
the different members of the family” (Whitney L 2()0). ‘‘Ihe 
firm foundation of the theory of roots lies in its logical necessity 
as an inference from the doctrine of the hi.storical growth of gram¬ 
matical apparatus ” (Whitney 6 200). “ An instrumentality can¬ 
not but have had rude and simple beginnings, such as, in language, 
the so-called roots . . . such imperfect hints of expression as 
we call roots ” (Whitney, Vims of L. 338). These are really 
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three different statements: induction from the facts, a logical 
inference from the doctrine about grammatical apparatus (i.e. 
the usually accepted doctrine, but on what is that built up except 
on the root theory ?), and the a priori argument that an ‘ instru¬ 
mentality’ must have simple beginnings. jSven granted that 
these three arguments given at different times, each of them in 
turn as the sole argument, must be taken as supplementing each 
other, the three-legged stool on which the root theory is thus made 
to sit is a very shaky one, for none of the three legs is very solid, 
as we shall soon have occasion to see. 

ZIX.—§2. Boots. 

In the beg innin g was the root—but what was it like ? Bopp 
took over the conception of root from the Indian grammarians, 
and like them was convinced that roots were all monosyllabic, 
and that view was accepted by his followers. These latter at 
times attributed other phonetic qualities to these roots, e.g. that 
they always had a short vowel (Curtius C 22). I quote from a 
very recent treatise (Wood, “ Indo-European Root-formation,” 
Journal of Qerm. Philol. 1. 291): “I range myself with those who 
believe that IE. roots were monosyllabic . . . these roots began, 
for the most part, with a vowel. The vowels certainly were the 
first utterances,' and though we cannot make the beginning of 
IE. speech coeval with that of human speech, we may at least 
assume that language, at that time, was in a very primitive 
state.” 

The number of these roots was not very great (Curtius, l.c.; 
Wood 294). This seems a natural enough conclusion when we 
picture the earliest speech as the most meagre thing possible. 

These few short monosyllabic roots were real words—this is 
a necessary assumption if we are to imagine a root stage as a real 
language, and it is often expressly stated; Curtius, for instance, 
insists that roots are real and independent words (C 22, K 132); 
of. Whitney, who says that the root VAK “ had also once 
an independent status, that it was a word ” (L 255). We shall 
see afterwards that there is another possible conception of what 
a ‘ root ’ is; but let us here grant that it is a real word. The 
question whether a language is possible which contains nothing 
but such root words was always answered affirmatively by a 
reference to Chinese—and it ^1 therefore be well here to 
give a short sketch of the chief structural features of that 
language. 

» Why BO t Did sheep and cows also begin with vowels only.- adding 
6 and nt oftorwards to niake up their bok and moo T 
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ZIX.—§8. Stracture ol Chinesa. 

Each word consists of one syllable, neither more nor less. 
Elach of these monosyllables has one of four or five distinct musical 
tones (not indicated here). The parts of speech are not distin¬ 
guished: ta means, according to circumstances, great, much, 
magnitude, enlarge. Grammatical relations, such as num))cr, 
person, tense, case, etc., ore not expressed by endings and similar 
expedients ; the word in itself is invariable. If a substantive is 
to be taken as plural, this as a rule must be gathered from the 
context; and it is only when there is any danger of misunder¬ 
standing, or when the notion of plurality is to be emphasized, 
that separate words are added, e.g. ki ‘ some,’ Su ‘ number.’ The 
most important part of Chinese grammar is that dealing with 
word order : ta kwok means ‘ great 8tate(s),’ but kiwk ta ‘ the 
state is great,’ or, if placed before some other word which can 
serve as a verb, ‘ the greatness (size) of the state ’; tsi niu ‘ boys 
and girls,’ but niu tsi ’girl (female child),’ etc. Besides words 
properly so called, or as Chinese grammarians call them ‘ full 
words,’ there are several ‘ empty words ’ serving for grammatical 
purposes, often in a wonderfully clever and ingenious way. Thus 
6i has besides other functions that of indicating a genitive relation 
more distinctly than would be indicated by the mere position of 
the words ; min (people) lik (power) is of itself suflicient to signify 
‘ the power of the people,’ but the same notion is expressed more 
explicitly by min 6i lik. The same expedient is used to indicate 
different sorts of connexion : if is placed after the subject of 
a sentence it makes it a genitive, thereby changing the sentence 
into a kind of subordinate clause : wang pao min = ‘ the king 
protects the people ’; but if you say uxmg 6i pao min yeu (is like) 
fu (father) ii pao the whole may be rendered, by means of the 
English verbal noun, ‘ the king’s protecting the people is like the 
father’s protecting his child.’ Further, it is possible to change 
a whole sentence into a genitive; for instance, uKing pao min 6i 
too (manner) k’o (can) kien (see, be seen), ‘ the manner in which 
the king protects (the manner of the king’s protecting) his people 
is to be seen ’; and in yet other positions 6i can bo used to join 
a word-group consisting of a subject and verb, or of verb and 
object, as an adjimct (attribute) to a noun; we have participles 
to express the same modification of the idea: tvaTtg pao ii min 
* the people protected by the king ’; pao min ii toang ‘ a king pro¬ 
tecting the people.’ Observe here the ingenious method of dis¬ 
tinguishing the active and passive voices by strictly adhering to 
the natural order and placing the subject before and the object 
after the verb. If we put » before, and ku after, a single word, it 

84 
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moans ‘ on account of, because of ’ (cf. E. for . . . ’s sake); if 
we place a whole sentence between these * brackets,’ as we might 
term them, they are a sort of conjunction, and must be translated 
‘ because.*' 


XIX.—§4. History of Chinese. 

These few examples will give some faint idea of the Chinese 
language, and—if the whole older generation of scholars is to 
be trusted—^at the same time of the primeval structure of our 
own language in the root-stage. But is it absolutely certain that 
Chinese has retained its structure unchanged from the very first 
period ? By no means. As early as 1861, B. Lepsius, from a 
comparison of Chinese and Tibetan, had derived the conviction 
that “ the monosyllabic character of Chinese is not original, but 
is a lapse (I) from an earlier polysyllabic structure.” J. Edkins, 
while still believing that the structure of Chinese represents “ the 
speech first used in the world’s grey morning ” {The Evolution of 
the Chinese Langvxtge, 18S8), was one of the foremost to examine 
the evidence offered by the language itself for the determination 
of its earlier pronunciation. This, of course, is a much more com¬ 
plicated problem in Chinese than in our alphabetically written 
languages ; for a Chinese character, standing for a complete word, 
may remain unchanged while the pronunciation is changed in¬ 
definitely. But by means of dialectal pronunciations in our own 
day, of remarks in old Chinese dictionaries, of transcriptions of 
Sanskrit words made by Chinese Buddhists, of rimes in ancient 
poetry, of phonetic or partly phonetic elements in the word-char¬ 
acters, etc., is has been possible to demonstrate that Chinese 
pronunciation has changed considerably, and that the direction 
of change has been, here as elsewhere, towards shorter and easier 
word-forms. Above all, consonant groups have been simplified. 

In 1804 I ventured to offer my mite to these investigations 
by suggesting an explanation of one phenomenon of pronuncia¬ 
tion in present-day Chinese. I refer to the change sometimes 
wrought in the meaning of a word by the adoption of a different 
tone. Thus wang with one tone is ‘ king,’ with another ‘ to become 
king ’; loo with one is ‘ work,’ with another ‘ pay the work ’; 
tsung with one tone means ‘ follow,’ with another ‘ follower,’ 
and with a third ‘ footsteps ’; tshi with one tone is ‘ wife,’ with 
another * marry ’; Aad is‘good,’and And is ‘ love.’ Nay, meanings 
so different as ‘ acquire ’ and * give ’ {siteu) or ‘ buy ’ and * sell' 
(maO B'l'O only distinguished by the tones. Edkins and V. Henry 

* The examples taken from Gabelenta’s Grammar and an article in 
Teohmer’e Internal. ZtUechriJt L 
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(Le Aluseon, Louvain, 18S2, i. 435) have otleniptcd to explain thia 
from gestures ; but this is palpably wrong. In the Dani.'-h dialect 
spoken in Sundeved, in southernmost Jutland, two tones are dis¬ 
tinguished, one high and one low (see articles by N. Andersen 
and myself in Dania, vol. iv.). Now, these tones often serve to 
keep words or forms of words apart that but for the tone, exactly 
as in Chinese, would be perfect homophones. Thus na with the 
low tone is ‘ fool,’ but with the high tone it is either the i)lural 
‘ fools ’ or else a verb ‘ to cheat, hoax ’; ri ‘ ride ’ is imperative 
or infinitive according to the tone in which it is uttered ; jem in 
the low tone is ‘ home ’ and in the high ‘ at home ’; and so on 
in a great many words. There is no need, how-ever, in this language 
to resort to gestures to explain these tonic dilT(*rence8 : the low 
tone is found in words originally monosyllabic (compare standard 
Danish nar, rid, hjem), and the high tone in words originally 
di.syllabic (compare Danisli narre,ride,hjenime). The tones belong¬ 
ing formerly to two syllables are now conden.sed on one syllable. 
Although, of course, Chinese tones cannot in every respect be 
paralleled with Scandinavian ones, wo may provisionally con¬ 
jecture that the above-mentioned pair.-- of Chinese words were 
formerly distinguished b}' derivative syllables or flexional endings 
(see below, p. 373) w'hich have now disappeared without leaving 
any traces behind them except in the tones. This hypothesis 
is perhaps rendered more probable by what sej-ins to be an estab¬ 
lished fact—that one of the tones has arisen through the dro])ping 
of final stopped consonants {p, t, k). 

However this may be, the <lcal.h-blow was given to the dogma 
of the primitiveness of Chinese speech by Ernst Kuhn’s lecture 
Ueber llerkuvft und Sprache der Tra>tsgangetis<dien Volker (Munich, 
1883). He compares Chinese with the surrounding languages of 
Tibet, Burmah and Siam, which are certainly related to Chinese 
and have c.v.seutially the same structure ; they arc isolating, have 
no flexion, and word onler is their chief grammatical instrument. 
But the laws of word order prove to be different in these several 
languages, and Kuhn draws the incontrovertible conclusion that 
it is impossible that any one of these laws of word position should 
ha\c been the original one; for that would imply that the other 
nations have changed it without the least reason and at a risk 
of terrible confusion. The only likely explanation is that these 
differences are the outcome of a former state of greater freedom. 
But if the ancestral siicech had a free word order, to be at all 
intelligible it mu.st have been possessed of other grammatical 
ap])liancc8 than arc now found in the derived tongues; in otlu r 
words, it must have indicated the relations of words to each other 
by something like our derivatives or flexions 
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To the result thus established by Kuhn, that Chinese cannot 
have had a fixed word order from the beginning, we seem also 
to be led if we ask the question. Is primitive man likely to have 
arranged his words in this way ? A Chinese sentence, according 
to Gabelentz (Spr 426), is arranged with the same logical pre¬ 
cision as the direction on an English envelope, where the most 
specific word is placed first, and each subsequent word is like a 
box comprising all that precedes—only that a Chinaman would 
reverse the order, banning with the most general word and then 
in due order specializing. Now, is it probable that primitive man, 
that unkempt, savage being, who did not yet deserve the proud 
generic name of homo sapiens, but would be better termed, if not 
homo insipiens, at best homo incipiens —is it probable that this 
urmensch, who was little better than an unmensch, should have 
been able at once to arrange his words, or, what amounts to the 
same thing, his thoughts, in such a perfect order ? \ incline to 
believe rather that logical, orderly thinking and speaking have 
only been attained by mankind after a long and troublesome 
struggle, and that the grammatical expedient of a fixed word 
order has come to Chinese as to European languages through 
a gradual development in which other, less logical and more 
material grammatical appliances have in course of time been 
given up. 

Wc have thus arrived at a conception of Chinese which is toto 
ccelo removed from the view formerly current. The Chinese lan¬ 
guage can no longer bo adduced in support of the hypothesis that 
our Aryan languages, or all human languages, started at first as 
a grammarless speech consisting of monosyllabic root-words. 

ZIX.—§ 5. Recent Investigations. 

I have reprinted the above sketch of Chinese, with a few very 
insignificant verbal change, as I wrote it about thirty years ago, 
because I think that the main reasoning is just as valid now as 
then, and because everything I have since then read about this 
interesting language has only confirmed the opinion I ventured 
to express after what was certainly a very insufficient study. 
Chinese pronunciation, including its tones, may now be studi^ 
in two excellent books, dealing with two different dialects—Daniel 
Jones and Kwing Tong Woo, A Cantonese Phonetic Reader, London, 
1912, and Bernhard Karlgren, A Mandarin Phonetit Reader in 
the Pekinese Dialect, Upsala, Leipzig and Paris, 1817 (Archives 
d’j^udes Orientales, vol. 13). Karlgren is also the author of 
Etudes sur la Phonologie Chinoise (ib. vol. 16, 1916-19), in which 
ha drals with the history of Chinese sounds and the reoonstruotioD 
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of the old pronunciation in a thoroughly scholarly manner on the 
basis of an intimate knowledge of spoken and written Cliinese. 
and in Ordet och pennan i mittena rike (Stockholm, 1918), he has 
given a masterly popular sketch of the structure of the Chinese 
language and its system of writing. 

Of the greatest importance for our purposes is the same 
scholar’s recent brilliant discovery of a real case distinction in 
the oldest Chinese. In classical Chinese there are four pronouns 
of the first person (I, we) which have always been considered as 
absolutely synonymous. But Karlgren shows that the two of 
them which occur as the usual forms in Confucius’s conversations 
are so far from being used indiscriminately that one is nearly 
always a nominative and the other an objective case; the excep¬ 
tions are not numerous and are easily explained. Tlu* ]>re.sent 
Mandarin pronunciation of the first is [u], of the second either 
[uo] or [^]. But if we go back to the sixth century of our 
era we are able with certainty to say that the jironunciation of 
the former was [t;uo], and of the latter fTja]. This, then, consti¬ 
tutes a real declension. Now, in the second person Karlgren is 
also able to point out a distinction of two pronouns, though not 
quite so clearly marked as in the first person, the objective showing 
here a greater tendency to encroach on the nominative (Karlgren 
here ingeniously adduces the parallel from our languages that 
the first person has retained the suppletive system rgo : me, while 
the second uses the same stem tu: te). The oldest Cliinese thus 
has the following case flexion : 

1st Per. 2ii(l Per, 

Nom. '^uo nziwo 

Obj. lya nzia 

(See “ Le Proto-chinois, langue flcxionncllc,” Jovnuil Aaialique, 
1920, 205fi.).» 


XIX.—§6. Roots Again. 

To return to roots. The influence of Indian grammar on 
European linguists with regard to the theory of roots ext< iii!<il 
also to the meaninp assigned to roots, which were ell of them 

* I must also mention A. Conrady, Eine indochineniache Cauantiv-denomi- 
nativ-bildung (Leipzig, 1896), in which Lepaius's theory is carried a great 
step further and it is demonstrated with very neat learning that many of 
the tone relations (as well as modificstions of initial soundH) of ChiiieMe 
and kindred languages find tiieir explanation in the previous exist^ucH) of 
prefixes which are now extinct, but which can still be pointed out in 'J'diotan. 
Though I ought, therefore, to have spoken of prefixes instead of * flexionol 
endings * above, p. 371, the essence of the contention that prehistoric Cliinesf 
must have had a polysyllabic and non-isolating structure is thus borne out 
by the researches of competent specialists in this field. 
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of verbal character, and nearly always highly general or abstract, 
such os * breathe, move, be sharp or quick, blow, go,’ etc. The 
impossibility of imagining anybody expressing himself by means 
of a language consisting exclusively of such abstrjicts embarrassed 
people much less than one would expect: Chinese, of course, has 
plenty of words for concrete objects. 

The usual assumption was that there was one definite root 
period in which all the roots were created, and after which this 
form of activity ceased. But Whitney demurred to this (M 30), 
saying that E. preach and cost may be considered new roots, though 
ultimately coming from Lat. prce-dicare and con-stare : these 
old compounds are felt as units, “ reducing to the semblance of 
roots elements that are really derivative or compound.” As 
Whitney goes no further than to establish the semblance of new 
roots, he might be taken as an adherent ratlier than as an opponent 
of the theory he objects to. But, as a matter of fact, new words 
are created in modem languages, and if they form the basis of 
derived words, wo m.ay really speak of now roots {pun — punning, 
punster ; fun—funny ; etc.). Why not say that we have a French 
root rotd in router, roiilement, ronlage, roulier, rouleau, roulette, 
rosdis ? This only becomes unjustifiable if we think that tlie 
establishment of this root gives us the ultimate explanation of 
these words; for then the linguistic historian steps in with the 
objection that the words have been formed, not from a root, but 
from a real word, which is not even in itself a ])rimary word, but 
a derivative, Lat. rotula, a diminutive of rota ‘ wheel.’ (I take 
this example from Brdal M 407). To the popular instinct sorrow 
and sorry are undoubtedly related to one another, and we may 
say that they contain a root sorr- ; but a thousand years ago 
they had nothing to do with one another, and belonged to different 
roots : OE. sorg ‘ care ’ and sarig ‘ wounded, afflicted.’ If all 
traces of Latin and Greek were lost, a linguist would have no 
more scruples about connecting scene with see than most illiterate 
Englishmen have now. Who will vouch that many Aryan roots 
may not have originated at various times through similar pro¬ 
cesses as these new roots preach, cost, rout, sorr, see ! 

The proper definition of a root seems to bo: what is common 
to a certain number of words felt by the popular instinct of the 
speakers as etymologically belonging together. In this sense we 
may of course speak of roots at any stage of any language, and 
not only at a hypothetical initial stage. In some cases these 
roots may be used as separate words (E. preach, fun, etc., Pr. 
Toul ^ what is spelt route, routes, rovtenX) ; in other cases this is 
impossible (Lat. am in arno, amor, amicus ; E. sorr) ; in many 
oases because the common element cannot, for phonetic reasons. 
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be easily pronounced, as when E. drink, drank, drunk or «f, $at, 
seat, set are naturally felt to belong together, though it is impossiWo 
to state the root except in some formula like dr.nk, $.t, where the 
dot stands for some vowel Similar considerations may be adduced 
with regard to the consonants if we uant to estoblisli what is felt 
to be common in give and gift {gi -f- labiodental spirant) or in speak 
and speech, etc.; but this need not detain us here. 

In my view, then, the root is something real and important, 
though not always tangible. And as its form is not always easy 
to state or pronounce, so must its meaning, os a nde, be somew hat 
vague and indeterminate, for what is common to several ideas 
must of course be more general and abstract than either of the 
more special ideas thus connected ; it is also natural that it will 
often be necessary to state the signification of a root in terms 
of verbal ideas, for these are more general and abstract than 
nominal ideas. T3ut roots thus conceived belong to any and all 
periods, and wc must c(*a.se to speak of the earliest jKTiod of 
human speech os ‘ the root period.' 


XIX.—§ 7. The Agglutination Theory. 

According to tho received theory (see abovt*, § 1) some of the 
roots became gradually attached to other roots and lost their 
independence, so as to become finally formatives fused with the 
root. This theory, generally called the agglutination theory, 
contains a good deal of truth ; but we can only accept it with 
three important provisos, namely, first, that there has never Is.'en 
one definite period in which tho.se languages which are now 
flexional were wholly agglutinative, the process of fusion Ix-ing 
liable to occur at any time; second, that the component parts 
which become formatives are not at first roots, but real words ; 
and third, that this process is not tho only f)ne by w’hich forma- 
tives may develop : it may be called the rectilinear process, but 
by the side of that we have also more circuitous courws, which 
are no less important in the life of languages for beting lc.ss 
obvious. 

In Che proee.s.s of coale.sccneo or integration there arc many 
possible stages, with may be denominated figuratively by such 
expressions as that two words arc placed together (that is—in non- 
figurative language—pronounced after one another), tied together, 
knit together, glued together (‘ agglutinated ’), soldered togetln*r, 
welded together, fused together or amalgamated. What is really 
the most important part of the process is the degree in which one 
of the components loses its independence, phonetically and 
semantically. 
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Afl * agglutination' is thus only one intennediate stage in 
a continuous process, it would be bettor to have another name 
for the whole theory of the origin of formatives than * the agglu¬ 
tination theory,* and I propose therefore to use the term * coales¬ 
cence theory.* The usual name also fixes the attention too 
exclusively on the so-called agglutinative languages, and if we 
take the formatives of such a language as Turkish, as in aev-mek 
* to love,* sev-il-mek ‘ to be loved,’ aev-dir-mek * to cause to love,’ 
sev-dir-il-mek ‘ to be made to love,’ sev-ish-mek ‘ to love one 
another,’ aev-ish-dir-il-mek ‘ to be made to love one another ’— 
who will vouch that these formatives were all of them originally 
independent words 1 Those who are most competent to have 
an opinion on the matter seem nowadays inclined to doubt it 
and to reject much of what was current in the description of these 
languages given by the earlier scholars ; see, especially, the inter¬ 
esting final chapter of V. Granbech, Forstudier HI tyrkisk lydhistorie 
(Kobenhavn, 1002). 


XIX.—§8. Coalescence. 

The various degrees of coalescence, and the coexistence at the 
same linguistic period of these various degrees, may be illustrated 
by the old example, English un-tru-ih-ful-ly, and by German un- 
be-stimm~bar-keit. Let us look a little at each of these formatives. 
The only one that can still be used as an independent word is 
ful{\). Prom the collocation in ‘ I have my hand full of peas ’ 
the transition is easy to ‘ a handful of peas,’ where the accentual 
subordination of full to hand paves the way for the combination 
becoming one word instead of two: this is not accomplished till 
it becomes possible to put the plural sign at the end {handfuls, 
thus also basketfuls and others), while in less familiar combinations 
the s is still placed in the middle {bvcketsful, two donkeysful of 
children, see ]!^G ii. 2. 42) In these substantives -ful keeps its 
full vowel [u]. But in adjectival compounds, such as peaceful, 
awful, there is a colloquial pronunciation with obscured or omitted 
vowel [-fel, -fi], in which the phonetic connexion with the full word 
is thus weakened ; the semantic connexion, too, is loosened when 
it becomes possible to form such words as dreadful, bashful, in which 
it is not possible to use the definition ‘ full of . . .’ Here, then, 
the transition from a word to a derivative sufiix is complete. 

English -hood, -head in childhood, maidenhead also is originally an 
independent word, found in OE. and ME. in the form had, meaning 
' state, condition,’ Gothic haidus. In German it has two forms, 
-heit, as in freiheit, and -keit, whose k was at first the final sound of 
the adjective in ewigkeit, MHG. eweeheit, but was later felt as part 
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of the suffix and then transferred to cases in which the stem had 
no it, as in tapferheit, ehrbarkeii. 

The suffix ~ly is from lik, which was a substantive meaning 
‘form, appearance, body’ (‘a dead body ’ in Dan. Ug, E, lick in 
lichgait) ! matilik thus is ‘ having the form or appearance of a 
man ’; the adjective like originally was ge-Uc ‘ having the same 
appearance with ’ (as in Lat. con-form-is). In compounds -lik 
was shortened into -ly : in some cases we still have coniiw'ling forms 
like genilemardike and gerUUmanly. The ending was. and is still, 
used extensively in adjectives; if it is now also used to turn 
adjectives into adverbs, as in truthful ly, luxurious ly, this is a 
consequence of the two OE. forms, adj. -lie and adv. -lice, having 
phonetically fallen together. 

It may perhaps be doubtful whether the G. suffix -bar (OHG. 
-bari, OE. boere) was ever really an independent word, but its 
connexion with the verb beran, E. bear, cannot be doubt<*d: 
fruchtbar is what bears fruit (cf. OE. asppelbare ‘ bearing apples ’), 
but the connexion was later loosened, and such adjectives as ehrbar, 
koatbar, ojfenbar have little or nothing left of the original meaning 
of the suffix. The two prefixes in our examples, un- and be-, 
are differentiated forms of the old negative ne and tin* prc'pnsition 
by, and the only affix in our two long words vhich is thus left 
unexplained is -th, which makes true into truth and is found also 
in length, health, etc. 

ZIZ.—§9. Flexional Endings. 

There can be no doubt, therefore, that some at any rate of our 
suffixes and prefixes go back to independent words which have ls‘<-n 
more or less weakened to become derivative forinatives. Hut does 
the same hold good with those endings which we arc acctistomed 
to term flexional endings ? The answer certainly must be in the 
affirmative—with regard to some endings. 

Thus the Scandinavian passive originates in a coalescence of 
the active verb and the pronoun aik: Old Norse (peir) finna aik 
(‘ they find themselves ’ or ‘ each other ’), gradually becomes one 
word ipeir) finnaak, later finnast, finnaz, Swedish {de) finnaa, Dan. 
{de) firuUa ‘ they are found.' In Old Icelandic the pronoun is 
still to some extent felt as such, though formally an indistinguish¬ 
able part of the verb ; thus combinations like the following arc very 
frequent: BoUi kvaz peaau rdCo vilja = kvaii aik vilja; “Bolli dixit 
se velle: B. said that he would have his own way ” (I.<axd. 65). In 
Danish a distinction can sometimes be made between a reflexive 
and a purely passive emplo 3 rment: de aids with a short vowel is 
* they fight (one another),’but with a long vowel ‘ they are beaten.’ 
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A similar coalescence is taking place in Russian, where sja * himself' 
(myself, etc.) dwiiirlles down to a suiTixed a: kamloa * it showed itself, 
turned out.’ 

A similar case is the Romanic future: It. finiro, Sp. finite, 
Fr. finirai, from finite habeo {finit ho, etc.), originally ‘ I have to 
finish.’ Before the coalescence was complete, it was possible to 
insert a pronoun, Old Sp. cantat-te-hi ‘ I shall sing to you.’ 

A third case in point is the suffixed definite article, if we are 
allowed to consider that as a kind of flexion : Old Norse manncnn 
(manninn) accusative ‘ the man,’ landet (landit) ‘ the land ’; Dan. 
manden, landet, from mann, landthe demonstrative pronoun enn, 
neuter et. Rumanian domnul ‘ tlu.* lord,’ from Lat. dominu{m) 
illu{m), is another example. 

XIX.—§ 10. Validity of the Theory. 

Now, does this kind of explanation admit of universal applica¬ 
tion—in other words, were all our derivative affixes and floxional 
endings originally independent words before they were ‘ glued ’ 
to or fused with the main word 1 This has been the prevalent, one 
might almost say the orthodox, view of all the leading lingui.sts, 
who may be mustered in formidable array in defence of the 
agglutination theory.* 

Against the universality of this origin for formatives I adduced 
in my former work (1894, p. 66 f., cf. Kasus, 1891, p. 36) four 
reasons, which I shall here restate in a dificrent or<.ler and in a 
fuller form. 

(1) Nothing can bo proved with regard to the ultimate genesis 
of flexion in general from the adduced examples, for in all of them 
the elements were already fully flcxional before the coalescence 
(cf. ON. finna^k, fanmk ; It. finitd, finirai, finira ; ON. matrenn, 
mannenn, tniimcns, etc.). What they show, then, is really nothing 
but the growth of new flexional formations on an old flexional 
soil, and it might be imagined that the fusion would not have taken 
place, or not so completely, if the minds of the speakers had not 
been already prepared to accept formations of this character. 
1 do not, however, attach much importance to this argument, and 
turn to those that arc more cogent. 

(2) The number of actual forms proved beyond a doubt to 

* MftdviR K1 170, Mftx MfiHer L 1. 271, Whitney OLS 1. 283, O 124, Paul 
P lat ed. 181, repented in the following editions, see 4th, 1909. 350 and 347, 
349; Bruginniin VQ 1S89, 2. 1 (but in 2nd ed. this has hei'n struck out in 
fnv’our of hopeless skepticism), Schuchnrdt, Anlasa d. Volapiiks 11, Gabelentz 
Spp 189, TeenAr SM 63, Sweet, New Kngl. Or. § 659, Storm, Engl. Phil. 673, 
KoKwadowsUi, WortbUdung u. IFortbcd., Uhlcnlrack, Karakt. d. baak Oramm. 
24, Saitorlin WQ8 1902, 122, Porzoziiisld, Spr 1910, 229. 



§10] VALIDITY OF THE THEORY 870 

have originated through coalescence is comparatively small. It is 
true that not a few derivative syllables were originally indc}.< r.dc nt; 
still, if we compare them with the number of those for which no 
such origin has been proved or even proposed, we find that the 
proportion is very small indeed. In the list of English suffixes 
enumerated in Sweet’s Grammar, only eleven can be traced buck 
to independent words, while 74 are not thus explicable. Anyone- 
going through the countless suffixes enumerated in the second 
volume of Brugmann’s Vergleichende Orammatik will, I think, 
be struck with the impossibility of any great niiml)or of them being 
traced back to words in the same way as hood, etc., above; tln-ir 
forms and, still more, their vague spheres of meaning, and on the 
whole their manner of application, distinctly speak again.^t such 
an origin. 

As to real flcxional endings traceable to words, their mimher 
is even comparatively .smaller than that of derivative Biifh.\es ; 
the three or four instances named above are everyw'herc appealed 
to, but are there so many more than these ? Ainl are they 
numerous enough to justify so general an a.«acrtion ! My impres¬ 
sion is that the basis for the induction is very far from sufiteietit. 

(3) This argument is strengthened when \^e are able to point 
out instances in which, as a matter of fact, tlexionul endings have 
arisen in a W’ay that is totally opposed to the agglutinative, which 
then must renounce all claims to be the only possible way for a 
language to arrive at flcxional formatives. See below (§13) on 
Secretion. 

(4) Assuming the theory to be true, we should expect much 
greater regularity, both in formal (morphological) and in semantic 
(syntactic) respect than w-e actually find in the old Aryan languages ; 
for if one definite element was added to signify one definite; modifi¬ 
cation of the idea, we see no reason why it should not have been 
added to all words in the same way. As a matter of fact, the 
Romanic future, the Scandinavian passive voice and definite article 
present much greater regularity than is found in the flexion of 
nouns and verbs in old Aryan. 

XIX.—§ 11. Irregularity Original. 

It will be objected that the irregularity which we find in these 
old languages is of later growth, and that, in fact, flexiot:. as 
Schuchardt says, is “anomal gcwordenc agglutination.” VVhilney 
said that each suffix has its distinct meaning and ofliee. arid is 
applied in a whole class of analogous words ” (L. 254), and in n-adiiig 
Schleicher’s Compendium one gains the impression that the old 
Aryan sounds and forms «<ti- lihe a reginu-nt of well • mined soldier* 



880 ORIGIN OF GRAMMATICAL ELEMENTS [ch. xiz 

marching along in the best military style, while all irregularities 
were the result of later decay in each language separately. But 
the trend of the whole scientific deyelopment of the last fifty years 
has been in the direction of demonstrating more and more irregu¬ 
larity in the original forms: where formerly only one ending was 
assumed for the same case, etc., now several are assumed. (See, e.g., 
Walde in Streitberg’s Oeach., 2. 194, Thumb, ib. 2. 69.) And as 
with the forms, so also with the meanings and applications of the 
forms. Madvig as early as 1857 (p. 27. K1 202) had seen that the 
signification of the grammatical forms must originally have been 
extremely vague and fiuctuating, but most scholars went on imagin¬ 
ing that each case, each tense, each mood had originally stood for 
something quite settled and definite, until gradually the progress of 
linguistics made away with that conception point by point. In place 
of the belief that the original Aryan verb had a definite system of 
tense forms, it is now generally assumed that different ‘ aspects' 
(‘ aktionsarten ’), somewhat like those of Slav verbs, were indicated, 
and that the notion of ‘ time ’ differences was only afterwards 
developed out of the notion of aspect: but if we compare the 
divisions and definitions of these aspects given by various scholars, 
we see how essentially vague this notion is; instead of being a 
model system of nice logical distinctions, the original condition 
must rather have been one in which such notions as duration, 
completion, result, beginning, repetition were indistinctly found 
as germs, from which such ideas as perfect and imperfect, past 
and present, were finally evolved with greater and greater clearness. 

Similar remarks apply to moods. All attempts at finding 
out, deductively or inductively, the fundamental notion (grund- 
begriff) attached to such a mood as the subjunctive have failed; 
it is impossible to establish one original, sharply circumscribed 
sphere of usage, from which all the various, partly confiicting, 
usages in the actually existing languages can be derived. The 
usual theory is that there existed one true subjunctive, charac¬ 
terized by long thematic vowels -i-, -d-, -d-, and distinct from that 
an optative, characterized by a formative -ig-: and that these 

two were fused in Latin. But, as Ocrtel and Morris have shown 
in their valuable article “ An Examination of the Theories regarding 
the Nature and Origin of Indo-European Infiection ’’ {Harvard 
Studies in Claasical Phild. XVI, 1905) it is probably safer to assume 
for the Indo-European period substantial identity of meaning 


* Two oxplanations of this formative element were given by the old 
school: according to Schleicher C { 290, it was the root Ja of the relative 

J >ronoun ; according to Curtius and others it was the root • * to go,* Greek 
er-o>«-m» being analyzed os * I go to bear,* whence, by an easy (t) transitioiv 
*I should like to bear,* etc. 
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in the modal formatiTcs ii : i and the long thematic vowels ~i-, -d*, 
•O', which were then continued undifferentiated in Latin, while on 
the one hand the Gothonic branch has practically discarded the 
forms with long thematic vowel and confined itself to the i su£Bj;, 
and on the other hand two branches, Greek and Indo-lranic, 
have availed themselves of the formal difference and separated a 
* subjunctive' and an * optative * mood. 

ZDL—§ 12. Coalescence Theory dropped. 

In the historical part I have already mentioned sumo instances 
of coalescence explanations of Aryan forms which have been aban¬ 
doned by most scholars, such as the theory that the r of the Latin 
passive is a disguised se, which would agree very well with the 
Scandinavian passive, but falls to the ground when one remembers 
that corresponding forms are found in Keltic, where the transition 
from « to r is otherwise unknown : these forms are now believed 
to be related to some r forms found in Sanskrit, but there not 
possessed of any passive signification, this latter being thus a 
comparatively late acquisition of Keltic and Italic : these two 
branches turning an existing, non-meaning consonant to excelkiit 
use in their flexional system and generalizing it in the new 
application.^ 

The explanation of the ‘ weak ’ Gothonic preterit from a 
coalescence of did (loved = love did) was long one of the strong¬ 
holds of the agglutination theory, Bopp’s original collocation of 
these forms with other forms which could not be thus ex])laincd 
(see above 61) having passed into oblivion. Now we have Collitz’s 
comprehensive book Das sc/iwache Prdteritum, 1912, in which the 
formative consonant is shown to have been Aryan t, and t ho close 
correspondence not only with the passive participle, but also with 
the verbal nouns in -ti is duly emphasized. 

The impossibility of explaining the Latin pjerfcct in -vi from 
composition with/ut has been demonstrated by Merguet (see Walde 
in Streitberg's Oescfi., 2. 220). Instead of this rectilinear <‘xplana- 
tion, scholars now incline to assume an intricate play of various 
analogical influences starting from a pre-ethnic perfect in w in 
isolated instances. 

Many have explained the case ending -s as a coalesced demon¬ 
strative pronoun sa or, as it is now given, so ; the difficulty that the 
same s denotes now the nominative and now the genitive was got over 

*■ Of. Sommer, Lat. 528, and on Armenian and Tokharian r forma MSL 
18. 10 tt. and Feiat KI 455. But it muat not be overlooked that H. Pederaen 
(KZ 40. 186 ff.) has revived and atrengtliened the old theory that r in ItaJir 
and Keltic ia on oiiainal aa. 
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by Curtius (C12) by the assumption that sa was added at two distinct 
periods, and that each period made a different use of the addition, 
though Curtius does not tell us how one or the other function could 
be evolved from such a pronoun. The latest attempt at explana¬ 
tion, which reaches me as I am writing this chapter, is by Hermann 
Mdller (KZ 49. 219): according to him the common Aryan and 
Semitic nominative ended in o and the genitive in e, but to this was 
added in the masculine, and more rarely in the feminine, the pronoun 
« as a definite article, so that the primitive form corresponding to 
Lat. lupus meant * the wolf ’ and lupu ‘ (a) wolf ’; later the s-less 
form was given up, and lupus came to be used for both ‘ the wolf * 
and ‘ wolf ’ (similarly presumably in the genitive, if we translate 
the presumed original forms into Latin lupis * the wolf’s ’ and 
lupi ‘ (a) wolf’s,’ later lupi in both functions). In Semitic, inversely, 
an element m, corresponding to the Aryan accusative ending, 
was added as an indefinite article, the m-less form thus becoming 
definite, but in the oldest Babylonian-Assyrian the distinction has 
been given up, and the form in m is (like the Latin form in s) used 
both definitely and indefinitely. Ingenious as these constructions 
are, the whole theory seems to me highly artificial, and it is difficult 
to imagine that both Aryans and Semites, after having evolved 
such a valuable distinction as that between * the wolf ’ and ‘ a 
wolf,’ expressed by simple means, should have wilfully given it 
up—to evolve it again in a later period.^ Fortunately one is 
allowed to confess one’s ignorance of the origin of the case 
endings s and m, but if I were on pain of death to choose 
between Moller’s hypothesis and the suggestion thrown out by 
Humboldt (Vcrsch 129), that the light (high-pitched) s symbolized 
the living (personal) and active (the subject), and the dark (low- 
pitched) m the lifeless (neutral) and passive (the object), I should 
certainly prefer the latter explanation. 

Hirt (CDS 37) also thinks that the s found in Aryan cases 
is an originally independent word, only he thinks that this ss, 
so was not originally a demonstrative pronoun, but the particle, 
which with the extension i is found in Gothic sat ‘ccce,’ and os 
it can thus bo compared with the particle c in Lat. hie, it is clear 
that it mighV. be atlded in all cases—and as a matter of fact Hirt 
finds it in six different cases in the singular and in all cases in the 
plural except the genitive. Hirt makes no attempt at explaining 
how these various case-forms have come to acquire the signification 
(function) with which we find them in the oldest documents; 
" the s element had nothing to do with the denotation of any case, 
number or gender, and only after it had been added to some cases 

* If a w!\3 n definite article, why should it be used only with some stems 
•nd not with others T Why should neuters never require a doGnitc article t 
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and not to others could it con)e to be distinctive of oases” (p. 39). 
In other words, his explanation explains just nothing at all. TJie 
same is true with regard to the ‘ particles ’ 07 n or cm, e, o, i, which 
he thinks were added in other cases, and when he ends (p. 42) 
by saying that “ this must be sufficient to give a glimpse of the 
way in which Aryan flexion originated,” the only thing vre have 
really seen is the haphazard way in which this iiexion is formetl, 
and the impossibility at present of arriving at a fully satisfactory 
explanation of these things. I should especially demur to the two 
suppositions underlying llirt’s theory that Aryan had at one 
period a completely flexionless structure, and that the same sound 
when occurring in various cases must have had the same origin : 
it seems much more probable to me that the s of the nominative 
and the s of the genitive were not at first identical.* 

That item of the coalescence theory which probably ap|H'aled 
most to the fancy of scholars and laymen alike was the explanation 
of the personal endings in the verbs from the personal pronouns : 
we have an m in the first person of the mi-verbs (esmi) anti in llie 
pronoun me, etc., and we have a / in the thinl person (r.f/i) ami 
in a third-person pronoun or demonstrative {to); it is, fhcrcfon‘, 
quite natural to think that esmi is simply the root es ‘to bo the 
pronoxm mi ‘ I,’ and eati ea -f- the other pronoun, and t«) extend 
this view to the other persons. And yet not even this has la'cn 
allowed to stand unchallenged by later disrespectful linguists, 
beaded by A. H. Sayce (Techmer’s Zeitachr. f. alUj. Sjr.i ua. i. 22) 
and Hirt. As a matter of fact, the theory is bax-.l exclusively 
on the above-mentioned corresponilcncc m the first and third 
persons singular, while the dual and plural endings do not at all 
agree with the corrc.sponding personal pronouns and the en<ijngH 
of the second person can only be compared with the pronoun 
through the employment of phonological tricks unworthy of a 
scientific linguist. Even in the first person the corre-sjaituleiice 
is not complete, for besides -mi wo have other endings : -m, which 
cannot be very well considered a shortened -mi (and which agrc'cs, 

* While it is difllcult to see the lalntion bclwpon a domonHtr«<ive pronoun 
Cf a deictic particle and genitivai function, it would l)o cony oiioijkIi •<> iindcfr- 
Stand the latter if we started from a possessive pmnoun (ojus, siius), and, 
curiously enough, we find this very sound s used as a sign for the genitive 
in two independent languages, starting from that notion. In Indo-Portiiguose 
wo have grobemadors cata ‘ governor’s house,’ from gobrniador mt cam (ubova, 
Ch. XI § 12, p. 213), and in the Sotith-African ‘ Taal ’ the usual expre>-‘.ifin 
for the genitive is by meuis of syn, which is generally shortened into "c (•) 
and glued encliticnlly to the substantive, even to feminines and plurals: 
Marie-se boek * Maria’s book,’ d» gowweneur at bond ' the governor’s dog ’ 
(H. Meyer, Die Sprachc der Buren, 1901, p. 40, where also the confusion 
with the injective ending in Dutch spelt -ach, is menlioned. I'or the 
construction compare G. dem voter aein hut and others from various languages; 
ef. the appendix on E. Bill Stumpa hia mark in ChE 182 f.). 


884 ORIGIN OF 6RA31MATICAL ELEMENTS [ch. xix 

as Sayce remarks, much more closely with the accusative ending 
of nouns), ~o and -a, neither of which can be explained from any 
known pronoun. There is thus nothing for it except to say, as 
Brugmann does (KQ § 770) : “ The origin of the personal endings 
is not clear ; cf. also MisteU 47 : *' The relations between personal 
endings and the independent personal pronouns must be much 
more evident to justify this view. . . . The Aryan language 
offers direct evidence against the assumption that a sentence has 
been thus drawn together, because it uses in the verbal forms of 
the first and third person sg. pronominal stems which are otherwise 
employed only as objects, and, moreover, would here place the 
subject after the pre^cate, though in sentences it observes the 
opposite order." Meillot expresses himself very categorically 
{Bulletin de la Soc. de Ling. 1911, 143): “ Scaxcely any linguist 
who has studied Aryan languages would venture to affirm that 
**mi of the type Gr. femi is an old personal pronoun." 

The impression left on ub by all these cases is that many 
of the earlier explanations by agglutination have proved unsatis¬ 
factory, and that linguists are nowadays inclined either to leave 
the forms entirely unexplained or else to admit less rectilinear 
developments, in which we see the speakers of the old languages 
groping tentatively after means of expression and finding them 
only by devious and circuitous courses. It is, of course, difficult 
to classify such explanations, and the agglutination or coalescence 
theory has to 1 m supplemented by various other kinds of 
explanation; but I think one of these, which has not received 
its legitimate share of attention, is important and distinctive 
enough to have its own name, and I propose to term it the 
‘secretion* theory. 


XIX.—§13. Secretion. 

By secretion I understand the phenomenon that one portion of 
an indivisible word comes to acquire a grammatical signification 
which it had not at first, and is then felt as something added to 
the word itself. Secretion thus is a consequence of a ‘ metanalysis ' 
(above, Ch. X § 2); it shows its full force when the element 
thus secreted comes to be added to other words not originally 
possessing this element. 

A clear instance is offered in the history of some English posses¬ 
sive pronouns. In Old English min and yin the n is kept through¬ 
out as part and parcel of the words themselves, the other cases 
having such forms as mine, minum, minre, exactly as in German 
mein, meine, meinem, meiryer, etc. But in Midffie English the 
endings were gradually dropped, and min and yin for a short time 
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became the only forms. Soon, however, n was dropped before 
substantive beginning with a consonant, but was retained in 
other jKMitions (my father—mine uncle, it is mine); then the 
former form was transferred also to those cases in which the pro¬ 
noun was used (as an adjunct) before words beginning with vowels 
(my father, my uncle—it is mine). The distinction between my 
and mine, thy and thine, which was originally a purely phonetic 
one, exactly like that between a and an (o father, on uncle), gradu¬ 
ally acquired a functional value, and now serves to distinguish an 
adjunct from a principal (or, to use the terms of some grammars, 
a conjoint from an absolute form); my came to bo looked upon as 
the proper form, while the n of mine was felt as an ending serving 
to indicate the function as a principal word. Tliat this is really 
the instinctive feeling of the people is shown by the fact that in 
dialectal and vulgar speech the same n is added to his, her, your 
and their, to form the new pronouns hisn, hern, yourn, theirn : 
“ He that prigs what isn’t hisn, when he’s cotch’d, is sent to 
prison. She that prigs what isn’t hern. At the treadmill takes 
a turn.” 

Another instance of secretion is -en os a plural ending in E. 
oexn, G. ochsen, etc. Here originally n belonged to the word in 
all cases and all numbers, just as much as the preceding s ; ox 
was an n stem in the same way os, for instance, Lat. (homo), 
hominem, hominis, etc., or Gr. kuon, kuna, kunos, etc., are n stems. 
In Gothic n is foimd in most of the cases of similar n stems. 
In OE. the nom. is oxa, the other cases in the sg. oxan, pi. oxan 
(oxen), oxnum, oxena, but in ME. the n-less form is found throughout 
the singular (gen. analogically oxea), and tho plural only kept -n. 
Thus also a great many other words, e.g. (I give tho plural forms) 
apen, haren, sterren (stars), tungen, siden, eyen, which all of them 
belonged to the n declension in OE. When -en hod thus become 
established as a plural sign, it was added analogically to words 
which were not originally n stems, e.g. ME. caren, aynnen, treen 
(OE. cara, synna, treow), and tins ending even seemed for some 
time destined to be the most usual plural ending in the South 
of England, until it was finally supplanted by s, which had been tho 
prevalent ending in the North ; eyen,foen, shoen were for a time in 
competition with eyes, foes, shoes, and now -n is only found in oxen 
(and children). In German to-day things are very much as they 
were in Southern ME.: -en is kept extensively in tho old n stems 
and is added to some words which had formerly other endings, e.g. 
hirten, aoldaten, thaten. The result is that now plurality is indicated 
by on ending which had formerly no such function (which, indeed, 
had no function at all); for if we look upon the actual language, 
oxen (G. oehaen) is bs ox (ocha) singular -f- tho plural ending -en ; 

25 
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only we must not on any account imagine that the form was 
originally thus welded together (agglutinated)—and if in G. soldaten 
we may speak of -en b^g glued on to aoldat, this ending is not, 
and has never been, an independent word, but is an originally 
insignifioative part secreted by other words. 

A closely similar case is the plural ending The consonant 
originally was «, as seen, for instance, in the Gr. and Lat. nom. 
genoa, genua, gen. Gr. gene{a)oa, genoua, Lat. generia for older 
geneaia. In Gothonic languages a, in accordance with a regular 
sound shift in this case, became r (through s) whenever it was 
retained, but in the nom. sg. it was dropped, and thus we have 
in OE. sg. Vmb, lambe, lambea, but in the pi. lamhru, lambrum, 
lamhra. In English only few words show traces of this flexion, 
thus OE. did, pi. dldru, ME. child, ehilder, whence, with an added 
-en, our modem children. But in German the class had much more 
vitality, and we have not only words belonging to it of old, like 
lamm, pi. Idmmer, rind, rinder, but also gradually more and more 
words which originally belonged to other classes, but adopted this 
ending after it had become a real sign of the plural number, thus 
todrter, bUcher. 

There is one trait that should be noticed as highly characteristic 
of these instances of secretion, that is, that the occurrence of the 
endings originating in this way seems from the first regulated 
by the purest accident, seen from the point of view of the speakers: 
they are found in some words, but not in others, whereas the 
endings treated of under the heading Coalescence are added much 
more uniformly to the whole of the vocabulary. But as a simi¬ 
larly irregular or arbitrary distribution is met with in the case 
of nearly all flexional endings in the oldest stages of languages 
belonging to our family of speech, the probability is that most 
of those endings which it is impossible for us to trace back to 
their first beginnings have originated through secretion or similar 
processes, rather than through coalescence of independent words 
or roots. 


XIX.—§ 14. Extension ot Snfl^es. 

A special subdivision of secretion comprises those oases in 
which a suffix takes over some sound or sounds from words to which 
it was added. Clear instances are found in French, where in 
consequence of the mutescence of a final consonant some suffixes 
to the popular instinct must seem to begin with a consonant, 
though originally this did not belong to the suffix. Thus laitkr, 
at first formed from lait -f ier, now came to be apprehended as 
w lai{t) -f tier, and cabaretier as cabare{f) tier, and the new 
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suffix was then used to form such new words as bijoutier, ferblaTUier, 
eafetier and others. In the same way we have tabatiire, where 
we should expect tabaquiire, and the predilection for the extended 
form of the suffix is evidently strengthened by the syllable division 
in frequent formations like ren-tier, por-tier, por-tUre, charpen-tier. 
In old Gothonio we have similar extensions of suffixes, when instead 
of -ing we get -ling, starting from words like OHG. editing from edili, 
ON. vesting from vesall, OE. lytting from lytel, etc. Consequently 
we have in English quite a number of words with the extended 
ending: duckting, gosting, hireting, underting, etc. In Gothic 
some words formed with -assus, such as piudin-assus ‘kingilom,’ 
were apprehended as formed with -nassus, and in all the related 
languages the suffix is only known with the initial n; thus in E. 
-neaa : hardness, happiness, eagerness, etc.; G. -keit with its k from 
adjectives in -ic has already been mentioned (376). From criticism, 
Scotticism, we have xoitti-cism, and Milton has wiUicaster on the 
analogy of criticaster, where the suffix of course is -aster, as in 
poetaster. Instead of -ist we also find in some coses -nist: 
tobacconist, tutenist (cf. botan-ist, mechan ist). 

To form a now word it is often sulliciont that some existing 
word is felt in a vague way to be made up of something + ending, 
the latter being subsequently added on to another word. In 
Pr. mirovingien the v of course is legitimate, as the adjective is 
derived from M6rov6e, Merowig, but this word was made the starting- 
point for the word designating the succeeding dynasty: earlovingien, 
where v is simply taken over as part of the suffix ; nowadays his¬ 
torians try to be more ‘correct ’ and prefer the adjective carolin- 
gien, which was unknown to Littr^. Otigarchy is otig -f- archy, but for 
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intrusive g was the common form two hundred years ago in English, 
and corresponding forms are found in French, Spanish and other 
languages. Judgmatical is made on the pattern of dogmattcal, 
though there the stem is dogmat-. In jocular German schwach- 
matikus ‘valetudinarian,’ we have the same suffix with a 
different colouring, taken from rheumatikus (thus also Dan. 
svagmatiker). Swift does not hesitate to speak of a sextumvtraU, 
which suggests triumvirate better than sexviraU would have done ; 
and Bernard Shaw once writes “ his equipage (or “ 

evidently starting from the popular, but erroneous, belief that 
equipage is derived from Lat. equus and then dividing t e wor 
equi-{-page. Cf. SciUonian from ScUly on account of Devonian 
as if this were Dev-|-onion instead of Devon-^ian. 
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XIX.—^ 15. Tainting ot SoflBna. 

It will be seen that in some of these instances the suffix has 
appropriated to itself not only part of the sound of the stem, b\it 
also part of its signification. is seen very clearly in the case 

of chandelier, in French formed from ehanddU * candle ’ with the 
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according to Payne is in use in Alabama, framed evidently on 
melancholy, analyzed in a way not approved by Greek scholars. 
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meridi-onalis. 

A similar case of * tainting ’ is found in recent English. The 
NED, in the article on the suffix -eer, remarks that “ in many of 
the words so formed there is a more or less contemptuous impUca- 
tion,” but does not explain this, and has not remarked that it is 
found only in words ending in -teer (from words in -0- I think 
this contemptuous implication starts from garreteer and crotcheteer 
(perhaps also pamphleteer and privateer); after these were formed 
the disparaging words sonneteer, pulpiteer. During the war (1916, 
I think) the additional word profiteer ^ came into use, but did not 
find its way into the dictionaries till 1919 (Cassell’s). And only 
the other day I read in an American publication a new word of 
the same calibre : “ Against patrioteering, against fraud and violence 
... Mr. Mencken has always nobly and bravely contended.** 


XIX.—§ 16. The Classilying Instinoi 

Man is a classifying animal: in one sense it may be said that the 
whole process of speaking is nothing but distributing phenomena, 

^ Cf. Lloyd Qoorge’a speech at Dundee {The Times, July 6, 1917): “ The 
Qoverament will not permit the burdens of the country to be increased 
by what is called 'profiteering.' Although I have been criticized for 
using that word, I believe on the whole it is a rather good one. It is profit- 
eer-ing as distinguished from profit-ing. Profiting is fair recompense for 
services rendered, either in pr^uction or distribution; profiteering is on 
extravagant recompense given for services rendered. 1 believe that unfair 
in peace. In war it is an outrage." 
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of which no two are alike in every respect, into (litferent classes ou 
the strength of perceived similarities and dissimilarities. In the 
name-giving process we witness the same ineradicable and very use¬ 
ful tendency to see likenesses and to express similarity in the pheno ■ 
mena through similarity in name. Professor Hempl told me that 
one of his little daughters, when they had a black kitten which 
was called Nig (short for Nigger), immediately christened a gray 
kitten Orig and a brown one Btownig. Here we see the genesis 
of a suffix through a natural process, which has little in common 
with the gradual weakening of an originally independent word, 
as in -hood and the other instances mentioned above. In children's 
speech similar instances are not unfrequent (cf. Ch. VII § 6); 
Meringer L 148 mentions a child of 1.7 who had the following 
forms: augn, ogn, agn, for * augen, ohren, haare.’ How many wortls 
formed or transformed in the same way must we require in order 
to speak of a suffix f Shall we recognize one in !l^manic feve, 
greve (of. Pr. grief), which took the place of leve, gram 1 Here, 
as Schuchardt aptly remarks, it was not only the opposite signi¬ 
fication, but also the fact that the words wore frequently uttered 
shortly after one another, that made one word influence the other. 

The classifying instinct often manifests itself in bringing words 
together in form which have something in common as regards 
signification. In this way we have smaller classes and larger 
classes, and sometimes it is impossible for us to say in what way 
the likeness in form has come about: we can only state the fact that 
at a given time the words in question have a more or less close 
resemblance. But in other oases it is easy to see which word of 
the group has influenced the others or some other. In the examples 
I am about to give, I have been more concerned to bring together 
words that exhibit the classifying tendency than to try to find out 
the impetus which directed the formation of the several groups. 

In OE. we have some names of animals in -gga : frogga, sUujga, 
doega, wiega, now frog, stag, dog, wig. Savour and flavour go 
together, the latter (OPr. flaur) having its v from the former. 
Oroin, I suppose, has its diphthong from loin ; the older form was 
grine, grynd(e). Claw, paw (earlier powe, OPr. pol). Rim, brim. 
Hook, nook. Chuff, rough {tough, bluff, huff — miff, tiff, whiff). Fleer, 
leer, jeer. Twig, sprig. Munch, crunch (funcA). Without uttering 
or muttering a word. The trees were lopped and topped. In old 
Gothonic the word for ‘ eye * has got its vowel from the word 
for * ear,’ with which it was frequently collocated: augo(n), 
auso{n), but in the modem languages the two words have again 
been separated in their phonetic development. In hrench I 
suspect that popular instinct will class the words air, terre, mer 
together as names of what used to be termed the ' elements,' in 
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spite of the different spelling and origin of the sounds. In Russian 
kogot’ * griffe ’ (claw), nogot' * ongle ’ (fingernail), and lokoV 

* coude * (elbow), three names of parts of the body, go together in 
flexion and accent (Boyer et Speranski, Manud de la 1. rum 33). 
So do in Latin eufex * gnat' and pulex * flea.' Atrox, ferox. A 
great many examples have been collected by M. Bloomfield, “ On 
Adaptation of SuflBxes in Congeneric Classes of Substantives ” 
{Am. Journal of Philol. XII, 1891), from which I take a few. A 
considerable number of designations of parte of the body were 
formed with heteroolitio declension as r-n stems (cf. above, XVIII 
§ 2): ‘ liver,’ Gr. hipar, hlpatoa, ‘ udder,’ Gr. ou&ar, ofuthaJtoa, 

' thigh,’ Lat. femur, feminis, further Aryan names for blood, wing, 
viscera, excrement, etc. Other designations of parts of the body 
were partly assimilated to this class, having also n stems in the 
oblique cases, though their nominative was formed in a different way. 
Words for ‘ right ’ and ’ left ’ frequently influence one another 
and adopt the same ending, and so do opposites generally: 
Bloomfield explains the I in the Gothonio word corresponding to 
E. white, where from Sanskr. we should expect th, gveta, as due to 
the word for * black ’; Goth, hweita, awarta, ON. hvitr, avartr, etc. 
A great many names of birds and other animals appear with the 
same ending, Gr. glaux * owl,’ kokkux * cuckoo,’ korax * crow,’ ortux 

* quail,’ aix * goat,’ alopex * fox,’ bombux * silkworm,’ lunx * lynx ’ and 
many others, also some plant-namea. Names for winter, summer, 
day, evening, etc., also to a great extent form groups. In a subse¬ 
quent article (in IF vi. 66 ff.) Bloomfield pursues the same line of 
thought and explains likenesses in various words of related signi¬ 
fication, in direct opposition to the current explanation throiigh 
added root-determinatives, as due to blendings (cf. above, Ch. XVII 
§ 6). In Latin the inchoative value of the verbs in -eaco is due 
to the accidentally inherent continuous character of a few verbs 
of the class: adoleaco, aeneaco, oreaco ; but the same suffix is also 
found in the oldest words for ‘asking, wishing, searching,’ re¬ 
tained in E. oak, wiah, G. forachen, which thus become a small 
group linked together by form and meaning alike. 

XIX.—§ 17. Oharacter ci Snflaxes. 

There seems undoubtedly to be something accidental or hap¬ 
hazard in most of these transferences of sounds from one word 
to another through which groups of phonetically and semantically 
similar words are created; the process works unsystematically, 
or rather, it consists in spasmodic efforts at regularizing something 
which is from the start utterly unsystematic. But where condi¬ 
tions are favourable, i.e. where the notional connexion is patent 
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and the phonetic element is such that it can easily be added to many 
words, the ^up tend constantly to grow larger within the 
natimal boundaries given by the common resemblance in signification. 

I no doubt that the vast majority of our formatives, such 
as suffixes and flexional endings, have arisen in this way through 
transference of some part, which at first was unmeaning in itself, 
from one word to another in which it had originuUy no business! 
and then to another and another, taking as it were a certain colouring 
from the words in which it is found, and gradually acquiring a more 
or leas independent signification or function of its own. In long 
words, such as were probably frequent in primitive speech, and which 
were to the minds of the speakers as unanalysable as marmalade 
or crocodile is to Englishmen nowadays, it would be perhaps most 
natural to keep the beginning unchanged and to modify the final 
syllable or syllables to bring about conformity with some word 
with which it was associated ^ hence the prevalence of sufiixcs in 
our languages, hence also the less systematic character of those 
suffixes as compared with the prefixes, most of which have origin¬ 
ated in independent words, such as adverbs. What is from the 
merely phonetic point of view the ‘ same ’ suffix, in diffenmt lan¬ 
guages may have the greatest variety of meaning, sometimes no 
discernible meaning at all, and it is in many coses utterly impossible 
to find out why in one particular language it can be used with one 
stem and not with another. Anyone going through the collections 
in Brugmann’s great Qrammar will be struck with this purely 
accidental character of the use of most of the suffixes—^a fact 
which would be simply imthinkable if each of them bad originally 
one definite, well-determined signification, but which is easy to 
account for on the h 3 rpothesis here adopted. And then many of 
them are not added to ready-made words or ‘ roots,' but form 
one indivisible whole with the initial part of the word ; cf., for 
instance, the suffix -U in English squabble, struggle, wriggle, babble, 
mumble, bustle, eto. 

XIX.—§ 18. Brogmann’s Theory of Oender. 

As I have said, man is a classifying animal, and in bis language 
tends to express outwardly class distinctions which he feels more 
or less vaguely. One of the most important of these class divisions, 
and at the same time one of the most difficult to explain, is that of 
the three * genders ’ in our Aryan languages. If we are to believe 
Brugmonn, we have here a case of what I have in this work termed 
secretion. In his well-known paper, " Das Nominalgcschlecnt 
in den indogermanischen Spraohen '* (in Techmer's Zs. /. allgem. 
Spratkwissenseh. 4. 100 R., cf. also his reply to Roethe's criticism. 
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‘ work,’ comp, opua * (a piece of) work’; Lat. terra ‘earth,’ comp. 
Oscan terum ‘plot of ground’; jmgna ‘boxing, fight,’ comp. 
pugntta ‘ fist.’ This explains among other things the peculiar 
syntactic phenomenon, which is found regularly in Greek and 
sporadically in Sanskrit and other languages, that a neuter plural 
subject takes the verb in the singular. Greek iora is often used 
in speaking of a single bow; and the Latin poetic use of guttura, 
eoUa, ora, where only one person’s throat, neck or face is meant, 
points similarly to a period of the past when these words did not 
denote the plural. We can now see the reason of this -o b(*ing 
in some cases also the plural sign of masculine sultstantives: 
Lat. loca from loctia, joca from jocua, etc.; Gr. aita from aitoa. 
Joh. Schmidt refers to similar plural formations in Arabic ; and os 
we have seen (Ch. XIX § 9), the Bantu plural prefixes had probably 
a similar origin. And we are thus constantly n'minded that lan¬ 
guages must often make the most curious ditoura to arrive at a 
grammatical expression for things which appear to us so self-evitlent 
as the difference between he and she, or that between one and 
more than one. Expressive simplicity in linguistic structure 
is not a primitive, but a derived quality. 



CHAPTER XX 


SOUND SYMBOLISM 

{1. Sound and Sense. {2. Instinctive Feeling. §3. Direct Iroitntinn. 

{4. Originator of the Sound. {S. Movement. $ 0. Things and 
Appearances. $ 7. States of Mind. {8. Size and Distance. 19. 
Length and Strength of Words and Sounds. J 10. General Con* 
sidorations. § 11. Importance of Suggestivaness. 112. Ancient and 
Modem Times. 

XX.—§ 1. Sound and Sense. 

Tub idea that there is a natural correspondence bet'n cen sound 
and sense, and that words acquire their contents and value through 
a certain sound symbolism, has at all times been a favourite one 
with linguistic dilettanti, the best-known examples being found 
in Plato’s Kratyloa. Greek and Latin grammarians indulge in 
the wildest hypotheses to explain the natural origin of such and 
such a word, as when Nigidius Figulus said that in pronouncing 
voa one puts forward one’s lips and sends out breath in the direction 
of the other person, while this is not the case with nos. With 
these early writers, to make guesses at sound symbolism was the 
only way to etymologize; no wonder, therefore, that we with 
our historical methods and our wider range of knowledge find 
most of their explanations ridiculous and absurd. But this does 
not justify us in rejecting any idea of sound sj’mbolism : abusus 
non tollit usum 1 

Humboldt (Versch 79) says that “ language chooses to designate 
objects by sounds which partly in themselves, partly in comparison 
with others, produce on the ear an impression resembling the effect 
of the object on the mind ; thus stehen, stdtig, atarr, the impression 
of firmness, Sanskrit U ‘ to melt, diverge,’ that of liquidity or 
solution (des zerfiiessenden). . . In this way objects that 
produce similar impressions are denoted by words with essentially 
the same sounds, thus tcehen, wind, wolke, wirren, wunsch, in all 
of which the vacillating, wavering motion with its confused im¬ 
pression on the senses is expressed through . . . to.” Madvig’s 
objection (1842, 13 ■■ KI 64) that we need only compare four of 
the words Humboldt quotes with the corresponding words in the 
very nearest sister-language, Danish blcese, vind, sky, enskt, %f* 
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see how wrong this is, seems to me a little cheap: Humboldt 
himself expressly assumes that much of primitive sound symbolism 
may have disappeared in course of time and warns us against 
making this kind of explanation a ‘ constitutive principle,* 
which would lead to great dangers (“so setzt man sich grossen 
gcfabren aus und verfolgt einen in jeder rflcksicht schliipfrigen 
pfad “). Moreover hloBse (E. blow, Lat. flare) is just as imitative 
as wind, vind : no one of course would pretend that there was 
only one way of expressing the same sense perception. Among 
Humboldt’s examples wolke and umnsch are doubtful, but 1 do 
not see that this affects the general truth of his contention that 
there is something like sound symbolism in some words. 

Nyrop in his treatment of this question (Gr IV § 646 f.) repeats 
Madvig’s objection that the same name can denote various objects, 
that the same object can be called by different names, and that 
the significations of words are constantly changing; further, that 
the same group of sounds comes to mean different things according 
to the language in which it occurs. He finally exclaims : “ How 
to explain [by means of sound symbolism] the diiTerence in 
signification between murns, nvrus, dwns, purus, etc. 1 *' 

XX.—§ 2. Instinctive Feeling. 

Yes, of course it would be absurd to maintain that all words 
at all times in all languages had a signification corresponding 
exactly to their sounds, each sound having a definite meaning 
once for ail. But is there really much more logic in the opposite 
extreme, which denies any kind of sound symbolism* (apart from 
the small class of evident echoisms or ‘ onomutojjada ’) and sees 
in our words only a collection of wholly accidental and irrational 
associations of sound and meaning ? It seems to me that the 
conclusion in this case is as false as if you were to infer that because 
on one occasion X told a lie, he therefore never tells the truth. 
The correct conclusion would be : as he has tolcl a lie once, we 
cannot always trust him ; we must be on our guard with him— 
but sometimes he may tell the truth. Thus, also, sounds may in 
some cases be symbolic of their sense, even if they are not so in 
all words. If linguistic historians are averse to admitting sound 
symbolism, this is a natural consequence of their being chiefly 
occupied with words which have undergone regular changes in 
sound and sense; and most of the words which form t he 
staple of linguistic books are outside the domain of sound 
symbolism. 

* “ Inner and ossontial connexion between idea and wo. d . . there 
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§11] IMPORTANCE OF SUGGESTIVENESS 400 

Very naively he told those who remained that they might go too; 
he should speak for some time, but ' he was only talking for 
Buncombe,* to please his constituents." Now buncombe (buncome^ 
bunkum) has become a widely used word, not only in the States, 
but all over the English-speaking world, for political speaking or 
action not resting on conviction, but on the desire of gaining the 
favour of electors, or for any kind of empty ‘ clap-trap ’ oratory ; 
but does anybody suppose that the name of llr. Walker's constitu¬ 
ency would have been thus used if he had happened to hnil from 
Annapolis or Philadelphia, or some other place with a name incapable 
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(Cf. above, p. 401 on the suggestiveness of the short u.) In a 
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village Ballyhooly (see P. W. Joyce, English as we speak it in 
Ireland) and to have become popular on account of its suggestive 
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In loan-words we can often see that they have been adopted 
less on account of any cultural necessity (see above, p. 209) than 
because their sound was in some way or other suggestive. Thus 
the Algonkin (Natick) word for ‘ chief,’ mugquomp, is used in the 
United States in the form of mugummp for a ‘ great man ’ or ‘ boss,’ 
and especially, in political life, for a man independent of parties 
and thinking himself superior to parties. Now, no one would 
have thought of going to an Indian language to express such a 
notion, had not an Indian word presented itself which from its 
uncouth sound lent itself to purposes of ridicule. Among other 
words whose adoption has been favoured by their sounds I may 
mention jungle (from Hindi jangal, associated more or less closely 
with jumble, tumble, bundle, bungle) ; bobbery, in slang ‘ noise, 
squabble,’ ‘‘ the Anglo-Indian colloquial representation of a conjtnon 
exclamation of Hindus when in surprise or grief— Bap-re / or 
Bap-ri Bap ‘ O Father I ’ ’’ (Hobaon-Jobson); amuck ; and U.fcJ. 
bunco * swindling game, to swindle,’ from It. banco. 


XX. —§12. Ancient and Modem Times. 

It will be seen that our conception of echoism and related 
phenomena does not carry us back to an imaginary primitive 
period: these forces are vital in languages as we observe them 
day by day. Linguistic writers, however, often assume that 
sound symbolism, if existing at all, must date bade to the earliest 
times, and therefore can have no reaUty nowadays. Thus Benfcy 
(Gesch 288) turns upon de Brosse, who bad found rudeness in 
Fr. rude a-nd gentleness in Fr. doux, and says : " As if the sounds 
of such words, which are distant by an infinite length of time from 
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the time when lapnguage originated, were able to oontribnte ever 
BO little to explain the original designation of things.” (But 
Benfey is right in saying that the impression made by those two 
French words may be imaginary; as examples they are not pair* 
tioularly well chosen.) Sfltterlin (WW 14) says: ” It is bold to 
search for such correspondence as still existing in detail in the 
language of our own days. For words like liebe, tUaa on the one 
hand, and zom, Juus, hart on the other, which are often alleged 
by dilettanti, prove nothing to the scholar, because their form 
is young and must have had totally different sounds in the period 
when language was created.” 

Similarly de Saussure (LQ 104) gives as one of the main prin¬ 
ciples of our science that the tie between sound and sense is 
arbitrary or rather motiveless (immotiv4), and to those who would 
object that onomatopoetic words are not arbitrary he says that 
*' they are never organic elements of a linguistic system. Besides, 
they are much less numerous than is generally supposed. Such 
words as Fr. fouet and glaa may strike some ears with a suggestive 
ring ; ^ but they have not had that character from the start, as is 
sufficiently proved if we go back to their Latin forms {fouet derived 
from fagua * beech,' glas a daaaicum ); the quality possessed by, 
or rather attributed to, their actual sounds is a fortuitous result 
of phonetic development.” 

Here we see one of the characteristics of modem linguistic 
science: it is so preoccupied with etymology, with the origin of 
words, that it pays much more attention to what words have 
come from than to what they have come to be. If a word has 
not alwa 3 rs been suggestive on account of its sound, then its actual 
Buggestiveness is left out of account and may even be declared 
to be merely fanciful. I hope that this chapter contains throughout 
what is psychologically a more true and linguistically a more 
fruitful view. 

Though some echo words may be very old, the great majority 
are not; at any rate, in looking up the earliest ascertained date 
of a goodly number of such words in the NED, I have been struck 
by the fact of so many of them being quite recent, not more than 
a few centuries old, and some not even that. To some extent 

* I most confess (hat I find nothing sjrmbolieal in gbu and very little 
in fouet (though the verb fouetter has something of the force of E. whip). 
On the whole, much of what people ‘hear* in a word appears to me fanciful 
and apt to discredit reimnable attempts at gaining on insight into the 
essence of sound s^bolism; thus E. Leroh’s ndiculous rema» on Q. took 
in QRM 7. 101 : ‘ loch molt die bewegung, die der anblick eines solchen 

im besohauer auslOst, durch eine entsprechende bewegung der sprochwerk* 
seuge, beginnend mit der liquida sur besoichnung der rondung und endend 
mit dem gutturolen oA tief hinten in dor gurgel.” 
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XXI.—§ 1. Introduction. 

Much of what is contained in the last chapters is preparatory 
to the theme which is to occupy us in this chapter, the ultimate 
origin of human speech. We have already seen the feeling with 
which this subject has often been regarded by eminent linguists, 
the feeling which led to an absolute tabu of the question in the 
French SocWt^ de linguistique (p. 06). One may here quote 
Whitney: “ No theme in linguistic science is more often and 
more voluminously treated than this, and by scholars of every 
grade and tendency; nor any, it may ^ added, with less profitable 
result in proportion to the labour expended; the greater part of 
what is said and written upon it is mere windy talk, the assertion 
of subjective views which commend themselves to no mind save 
the one that produces them, and which are apt to be offered with 
a confidence, and defended with a tenacity, that are in inverse 
ratio to their acceptableness. This has given the whole question 
a bad repute among sober-minded philologists " (OLS 1. 279). 

Nevertheless, linguistic science cannot refrain for ever from 
asking about the whence (and about the whither) of linguistic 
evolution. And here we must first of all realize that man is not 
the only animal that has a ‘ language,’ though at present we know 
very little about the real nature and expressiveness of the languages 
of birds and mammals or of the signalling system of ants, etc. 
The speech of some animals may be more like our luipage than 
most people are willing to admit—it may also in some respects 
be even more perfect than human language precisely because it 
is unlike it and has developed along lines about which we con know 
nothing; but it is of little avail to speculate on these matters. What 
is certain is that no race of mankind is without a language which 
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in everything essential is identical in character with onr own 
and that there are a certain number of circumstances which have 
been of signal importance in assisting mankind in developing 
language (of. Gabelentz Spr 294 ff.). 

First of all, man has an upright gait; this gives him two limbs 
more than the dog has, for instance: he can carry things and yet 
jabber on; he is not reduced to defending himself by biting, but 
can use his mouth for other purposes. Feeding also takes less 
time in his cose than in that of the cow, who has little time for any¬ 
thing else than chewing and a moo now and then. Tho sexual 
life of man is not restricted to one particular time of the year, 
the tw'o sexes remain together the whole year round, and thus 
sociability is promoted; the helplessness of babies works in the 
same direction through necessitating a more continuous family 
life, in which there is also time enough for all kinds of sports, in¬ 
cluding play with the vocal organs. Thus conditions have been 
generally favourable for the development of singing ajjd talking, 
but the problem is, how could sounds and ideas come to bo comieoted 
as they are in language ? 

What method or methods have we for the solution of this ques¬ 
tion ? With very few exceptions those who Jiavo written about our 
subject have conjured up in their imagination a primitive era, and 
then asked themselves: iiow would it be possible for men or man¬ 
like beings, hitherto unfurnished with speech, to acquire speech as 
a means of communication of thought ? Not only is this method 
followed, so to speak, instinctively by investigators, but we are 
even positively told (by Marty) that it is the only method ijossible. 
In direct opposition to this assertion, I think that it is chiefly and 
principally due to this method and to this way of putting tho 
question that so little has yet been done to solve it. If we are 
to have any hope of success in our investigation we must try new 
methods and new ways—and fortunately there are ways which 
lead us to a point from which we may expect to see the world of 
primitive language revealed to us in a new light. But lot us first 
oast a rapid glance at those theories which have been advanced 
by followers of the speculative or o priori method. 

mrr. —§ 2. Former Theories. 

One theory is that primitive words were imitative of sounds: 
man copied the barking of dogs and thereby obtained a natural 
word with the meaning of ‘ dog ' or ‘ bark.’ To this theory, nick¬ 
named the bow-wow theory, Renan objects that it seems rather 
absurd to set up this chronological sequence : first the lower animals 
are original enough to cry and roar ; and then comes man, making 
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a language for himself by imitating his inferiors. But surely man 
would imitate not only the cries of inferior animals, but also those 
of his fellow-men, and the salient point of the theory is this: sounds 
which in one creature were produced without any meaning, but 
which were characteristic of that creature, could by man be used 
to designate the creature itself (or the movement or action produc¬ 
tive of the sound). In this way an originally unmeaning sound 
could in the mouth of an imitator and in the mind of someone 
hearing that imitation acquire a real meaning. In the chapter 
on Sound Symbolism I have tried to show how from the rudest 
and most direct imitations of this kind we may arrive through 
many gradations at some of the subtlest effects of human speech, 
and how imitation, in the widest sense we can give to this word— 
a wider sense than most advocates of the theory seem able to 
imagine—^is so far from belonging exclusively to a primitive ago 
that it is not extinct even yet. There is not much of value in Max 
Muller’s remark that “ the onomatopoeic theory goes very smoothly 
as long as it deals with cackling hens and quacking ducks; but 
round that poultry-yard there is a high wall, and we soon find 
that it is beUnd that wall that language really begins ” (Lift 2. 97), 
or in his other remark that “ words of this kind {cuckoo) are, like 
artificial flowers, without a root. They are sterile, and unfit to 
express anything beyond the one object which they imitate ” 
(ib. 1. 410). But cuckoo may become cmkoId(FT. eocu), and from 
cock are derived the names Mtiller himself mentions, Fr. coquet, 
coquetlerie, cocart, cocarde, coquelicot. . . . Echoic words may be 
just as fertile as any other part of the vocabulary. 

Another theory is the interjectionol, nicknamed the pooh-pooh, 
theory: language is derived from instinctive ejaculations called 
forth by pain or other intense sensations or feelings. The adherents 
of this theory generally take these interjections for granted, with¬ 
out asking about the way in which they have come into existence. 
Darwin, however, in The Expression of the Emotions, gives purely 
physiological reasons for some interjections, as when the feeling 
of contempt or disgust is accompanied by a tendency “to blow 
out of the mouth or nostrils, and this produces sounds like pooh or 
pish." Again, “ when anyone is startled or suddenly astonished, 
there is an instantaneous tendency, likewise from an intelligible 
cause, namely, to be ready for prolonged exertion, to open the 
mouth widely, so as to draw a deep and rapid inspiration. When 
the next full expiration follows, the mouth is slightly closed, and 
the lips, from causes hereafter to be discussed, are somewhat 
protruded; and this form of the mouth, if the voice be at all 
exerted, produces . . . the sound of the vowel o. Certainly a 
deep sound of a prolonged Oh I may be heard from a whole crowd 
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of people immediately after witnessing any astonishing speotaole. 
If, together with surprise, pain be felt, there is a tendency to con¬ 
tract all the muscles of the body, including those of the face, and 
the lips will then be drawn back; and this will perhaps account 
for the sound becoming higher and assuming the character of 
Ah / or Aeh / ” 

To the ordinary inteijectional theory it may be objected that 
the usual interjections are abrupt expressions for sudden sensations 
and emotions; they are therefore isolated in relation to the speech 
material used in the rest of the language. “ Between interjection 
and word there is a chasm wide enough to allow us to say that the 
interjection is the negation of language, for interjections are 
employed only when one either cannot or will not speak ” (Bonfey 
Geroh 295). This * chasm ’ is also shown phonetically by the fact 
that the most spontaneous intellections often contain sounds 
which ore not used in language proper, voiceless vowels, inspira¬ 
tory sounds, clicks, etc., whence the impossibility properly to 
represent them by means of our ordinary alphabet: the spellings 
pooh, pish, whew, tut are very poor renderings indeed of the natural 
sounds. On the other hand, many interjections are now more 
or less conventionalized and are learnt like any other words, con¬ 
sequently with a different form in different languages: in pain a 
German and a Seelander will exclaim au, a Jutlander am, a French¬ 
man ahi and an Englishman oh, or perhaps ow. Kipling writes 
in one of his stories: “ That man Is no Afghan, for they weep 
‘Ail Ail’ Nor is he of Hindustan, for they weep ‘ Oh I Hoi’ 
He weeps after the fashion of the white men, who say, * Ow I Ow I ’ ” 

A closely related theory is the nativistic, nicknamed the ding- 
dong, theory, according to which there is a mystic harmony between 
sound and sense; “There is a law which runs through nearly 
the whole of nature, that everything wliich is struck rings. Each 
substance has its peculiar ring.” Language is the result of an 
iostinct, a “ faculty peculiar to man in his primitive state, by wliich 
every impression from without receivi’d its vocal expression from 
within ”—a faculty which “ became extinct when its object was 
fulfilled.” This theory, which Max Mliller propounded and after¬ 
wards wisely abandoned, is mentioned here for the cuno.sity of the 
matter only. 

Noird started a fourth theory, nicknamed the yo-he-ho : under 
any strong muscular effort it is a relief to the system to let breath 
come out strongly and repeatedly, and by that process to lot the 
vocal chords vibrate in different ways; when primitive acts were 
performed in common, they would, therefore, naturally be accom¬ 
panied with some sounds which would come to be associated with 
the idea of tiie act performed and stand as a name for it; the 
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6rst words would accordingly mean something like * heave* or 
' haul.’ 

Now, these theories, here imperfectly reproduced each in a few 
fines, are mutually antagonistic: thus Noir4 tiiinks it possible to 
explain the origin of speech without sound imitation. And yet 
what should prevent our combining these several theories and using 
them concurrently 1 It would seem to matter very little whether 
the first word uttered by man was bow-wow or pooh-pooh, for the 
fact remains that he said both one and the other. Each of the three 
chief theories enables one to explain patia of language, but still 
only parts, and not even the most important parts—the main 
body of language seems hardly to be touched by any of them. 
Again, with the exception of Noir4’s theory, they are too 
individualistic and take too little account of language as a 
means of human intercourse. Moreover, they all tacitly assume 
that up to the creation of language man had remained mute or 
silent; but this is most improbable from a physiological point 
of view. As a rule we do not find an organ already perfected 
on the first occasion of its use; it is only by use that an organ 
is developed. 


XXI.—§8. Method. 

So much for the results of the first method of approaching 
the question of the origin of speech, that of trying to picture to 
oneself a speechless mankind and speculating on the way in which 
language could then have originated. We shall now, as hinted 
above (p. 413), indicate the ways in which it is possible to supple¬ 
ment, and even in some measure to supplant, this speculative 
or deductive method by means of inductive reasonings. These 
can be based on three fields of investigation, namely: 

(1) The language of children; 

(2) The language of primitive races, and 

(3) The history of language. 

Of these, the third is the most fruitful source of information. 

First, as to the language of children. Some biologists maintain 
that the development of the individual follows on the whole the 
same course as that of the race; the embryo, before it arrives at 
full maturity, will have passed through the same stages of develop¬ 
ment which in countless generations have led the whole species 
to its present level. It has, therefore, occurred to many that the 
acquisition by mankind at large of the faculty of speech may 
be mirrored to us in the process by which any child learns to 
communicate its thoughts by means of its vocal organs. Accord- 
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ingly, ohildren'a language has often been invoked to furnish illus¬ 
trations and parallels of the process gone through in the formation 
of primitive language. But many writere have been guilty of an 
erroneous inference in applying this principle, inasmuch as they have 
taken all their examples from a child’s acquisition of an already 
existing language. The fallacy will be evident if we suppose for 
a moment the case of a man endeavouring to arrive at the evolution 
of music from the manner in which a child is nowadays taught to 
play on the piano. Manifestly, the modern learner is in quite 
a different position to primitive man, and has quite a different 
task set him : he has an instrument ready to hand, and melodies 
already composed for him, and finally a teacher who imderstands 
how to draw these times forth from the instrument. It is the same 
thing with language: the task of the child is to learn an existing 
language, that is, to connect certain sounds heard on the lips of 
others with the same ideas that the speakers associate with them, 
but not in the least to frame an3^hing new. No ; if we are seeking 
some parallel to the primitive acquisition of language, wo must 
look elsewhere and turn to baby language as it is spoken in the first 
year of life, before the child has begun to ‘ notice ’ and to make 
out what use is made of language by grown-up people. Here, 
in the child’s first purposeless murmuring, crowing and bubbling, 
we have real nature sounds; here we may expect to find some 
clue to the infancy of the language of the race. And, again, we 
must not neglect the way children have of creating new words 
never heard before, and often of attaching a sense to originally 
meaningless conglomerations of sound. 

As for the languages of contemporary savages, we may in some 
instances take them as typical of more primitive languages than 
those of civilized nations, and therefore as illustrating a lingiistio 
stage that is nearer to that in which speech originated. Still, 
inferences from such languages should be used with great caution, 
for it should never bo forgotten than oven the most backward 
race has many centuries of linguistic evolution behind it, and that 
the conditions therefore may, or must, be very different from those 
of primeval man. The so-called primitive languages will therefore 
in the following sections be only invoked to corroborate conclusions 
at which it is possible to arrive from other data. 

The third and most fruitful source from which to gather in¬ 
formation of value for our investigation is the history of language 
as it has been considered in previous chapters of this work. While 
the propounders of the theories of the origin of speech mentioned 
above made straight for the front of the lion’s den, we are like 
the fox in the fable, who noticed that all the traces led into the den 
and not a single one came out; we will therefore try and steal 
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into the den from behind. They thought it logically correct, 
nay necessary, to begin at the beginning; let us, for variety’s 
sake, begin with languages accessible at the present day, and let 
us attempt from that starting-point step by step to trace the 
backward path. Perhaps in this way we may reach the very 
first beginnings of speech. 

The method I recommend, and which I think I am the first 
to employ consistently, is to trace our modern twentieth-century 
languages as far back in time as history and our materials will 
allow us ; and then, from this comparison of present English with 
Old English, of Danish with Old Norse, and of both with ‘ Common 
Gothonic,’ of French and Italian with Latin, of modem Indian 
dialects with Sanskrit, etc., to deduce definite laws for the develop¬ 
ment of languages in general, and to try and find a system of lines 
which can be lengthened backwards beyond the reach of history. 
If we should succeed in discovering certain qualities to be generally 
typical of the earlier as opposed to the later stages of languages, 
we shall be justified in concluding that the same qualities obtained 
in a still higher degree in the earliest times of all; if we are able 
within the historical era to demonstrate a definite direction of 
linguistic evolution, we must be allowed to infer that the direction 
was the same even in those primeval periods for which we have 
no documents to guide us. But if the change witnessed in the 
evolution of modern speech out of older forms of speech is thus 
on a larger scale projected back into the childhood of mankind, 
and if by this process we arrive finally at uttered sounds of such 
a description that they can no longer be called a real language, 
but something antecedent to language—^why, then the problem 
will have been solved; for transformation is something we can 
understand, while a creation out of nothing can never be compre¬ 
hended by human understanding. 

This, then, will be the object of the following rapid sketch: 
to search the several departments of the science of language for 
general laws of evolution—most of them have already been dis¬ 
cussed at some length in the preceding chapters—then to magnify 
the changes observed, and thus to form a picture of the outer 
and inner structure of some sort of speech more primitive than the 
most primitive language accessible to direct observation. 

XXL—$4. Sounds. 

First, as regards the purely phonetic side of language, we 
observe everywhere the tendency to make pronunciation more 
easy, so as to lessen the muscular effort; difficult combinations 
of sounds are discarded, those only being retained which are 
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pronounced with ease (see Ch. XIV § 6 ff.). Modem research has 
shown that the Proto-Aryan sound-system was much more com¬ 
plicated than was imagined in the reconstructions of the middle 
of the nineteenth century. In most languages now only such 
sounds are used as are produced by expiration, wiiilo inbi-oathcd 
sounds and clicks or suction-stops are not found in connected 
speech. In civilized languages we meet with such sounds only 
in interjections, as when an inbreathed voiceless I (generally with 
rhythmic variations of strength and corresponding smuJl move¬ 
ments of the tongue) is used to express delight in eating and drink¬ 
ing, or when the click inadequately spelt tut is used to oxprt‘88 
impatience. In some very primitive South African languages, 
on the other hand, clicks are found as integral parts of words; 
and Bleek has rendered it probable that in former stages of these 
languages they were in more extensive use than now. Wo may 
perhaps draw the conclusion that primitive languages in general 
were rich in all kinds of difficult sounds. 

The following point is of more far-reaching con.scquence. In 
some languages we find a gradual disappearance of tone or pitch 
accent; this has been the case in Danish, whereas Norwegian 
and Swedish have kept the old tones; so also in Ru.s.sian os com¬ 
pared with Serbo-Croatian. In the works of old Indian, Creek 
and Latin grammarians we have express statements to the effect 
that pitch accent played a prominent part in those languages, 
and that the intervals used must have been comparatively greater 
than is usual in our modem languages. In modern Creek and in 
the Romanic languages the tone clement has been obscured, and 
now ‘ stress' is heard on the syllable where the ancients noted 
only a high or a low tone. About the languages spoken nowadays 
by savage, tribes we have generally very little information, as most 
of those who have made a first-hand study of such languages 
have not been trained to observe and to describe these delicate 
points ; still, there is of late years an increasing number of observa¬ 
tions of tone accents, for instance in African languages, which 
may justify us in thinking that tone plays an important part in 
many primitive languages.^ 

* It may not be superfluous expressly to point out that there is no con* 
tradiction between what is said here on the di.siippenrance of tones and the 
remarks made above (Ch. XIX { 4) on Cliineso tones. There the change 
wrought in the meaning of a word by a mere change of tone was explained on 
the pnnciple that the difference of meaning was at an earlier stage expros^ 
by aiflxes, the tone that is now concentrated on one syllable belonging 
formerly to two syllables or perhaps more. But this evidently presupposM 
that each syllable hod already some tone of its own—and that is what in 
this chapter is taken to be the primitive state. Word-tones were originally 
fxMuent, but meaningless ; afterwards they were dropp^ in some languages, 
while in others they were utilized for sense-distinguishing purposes. 
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on the other hand, clicks are found as integral parts of words; 
and Bleek has rendered it probable that in former stages of these 
languages they were in more extensive use than now. Wo may 
perhaps draw the conclusion that primitive languages in general 
were rich in all kinds of difficult sounds. 

The following point is of more far-reaching con.scquence. In 
some languages we find a gradual disappearance of tone or pitch 
accent; this has been the case in Danish, whereas Norwegian 
and Swedish have kept the old tones; so also in Ru.s.sian os com¬ 
pared with Serbo-Croatian. In the works of old Indian, Creek 
and Latin grammarians we have express statements to the effect 
that pitch accent played a prominent part in those languages, 
and that the intervals used must have been comparatively greater 
than is usual in our modem languages. In modern Creek and in 
the Romanic languages the tone clement has been obscured, and 
now ‘ stress' is heard on the syllable where the ancients noted 
only a high or a low tone. About the languages spoken nowadays 
by savage, tribes we have generally very little information, as most 
of those who have made a first-hand study of such languages 
have not been trained to observe and to describe these delicate 
points ; still, there is of late years an increasing number of observa¬ 
tions of tone accents, for instance in African languages, which 
may justify us in thinking that tone plays an important part in 
many primitive languages.^ 

* It may not be superfluous expressly to point out that there is no con* 
tradiction between what is said here on the di.siippenrance of tones and the 
remarks made above (Ch. XIX { 4) on Cliineso tones. There the change 
wrought in the meaning of a word by a mere change of tone was explained on 
the pnnciple that the difference of meaning was at an earlier stage expros^ 
by aiflxes, the tone that is now concentrated on one syllable belonging 
formerly to two syllables or perhaps more. But this evidently presupposM 
that each syllable hod already some tone of its own—and that is what in 
this chapter is taken to be the primitive state. Word-tones were originally 
fxMuent, but meaningless ; afterwards they were dropp^ in some languages, 
while in others they were utilized for sense-distinguishing purposes. 
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from the belief in one god to the belief in many goos, but inversely 
from polytheism towards monotheism, so language proceeds from 
original polysyllabism towards monosyllabism : if the development 
of language took the same course in prehistoric as in historic times, 
we see, by projecting the teaching of history on a larger scale back 
into the darkest ages, that early words must have been to present 
ones what the plesiosaurus and gigantosaurus are to present-day 
reptiles. The outcome of this phonetic section is, therefore, that 
we must imagine primitive language as consisting (chiefly at least) 
of very long wor^, full of diflicult sounds, and sung rather than 
spoken* 


XXI.—§5. Grammar. 

Can anything be stated about the grammar of primitive lan¬ 
guages 1 Yes, I think so, if we continue backwards into the past 
the lines of evolution resulting from the investigations of previous 
chapters of this volume. Ancient languages have more forms 
than modern ones ; forms originally kept distinct arc in course 
of time confused, either phonetically or analogically, alike in 
substantives, adjectives and verbs. 

A characteristic feature of the structure of languages in their 
early stages is that each form of a word (whether verb or noun) 
contains in itself several minor modifications which, in the later 
stages, are expressed separately (if at all), that is, by means of 
auxiliary verbs or prepositions. Such a word as Latin cantaviaaei 
unites in one inseparable whole the equivalents of six ideas: 
(1) * sing,’ (2) pluperfect, (3) that indefinite modification of the 
verbal idea which we term subjunctive, (4) active, (6) third per¬ 
son, and (6) singular. The tendency of later stages is towards 
expressing such modifications analytically; but if we accept the 
terms ‘ synthesis ’ and * analysis ’ for ancient and recent stages, 
we must first realize that there exist many gradations of both : 
in no single language do we find either synthesis or analysis carried 
out with absolute purity and consistency. Everywhere wo find 
a more or less. Latin is synthetic in comparison with French, 
French analytic in comparison with Latin ; but if we were able 
to see the direct ancestor of Latin, say two thousand years before 
the earliest inscriptions, we should no doubt find a language so 
synthetic that in comparison with it Cicero’s would have to be 
termed highly analytic. 

Secondly, we must not from the term ' synthesis,’ which etymo¬ 
logically means * composition ’ or * putting together,’ draw the 
conclusion that synthetic forms, such as we find, for instance, in 
Latin, consist of originally independent elements put together 
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and thus in their turn presuppose a previous stage of analysis. 
Whoever does not share the usual opinion that all flexional forms 
have originated through coalescence of separate words, but sees 
as we have seen (in Ch. XIX) also the reverse process of inseparable 
portions of words gaining greater and greater independence, will 
perhaps do well to look out for a better and less ambiguous word 
than ayviheaia to describe the character of primitive speech. What 
in the later stages of languages is analyzed or dissolved, in the earlier 
stages was unanalyzable or indissoluble; ‘ entangled ’ or ‘ com¬ 
plicated ’ would therefore be better renderings of our impression 
of the first state of things. 


XXI.—§ 6. Units. 

But are the old forms really less dissoluble than their modern 
equivalents ? This is repeatedly denied even by recent writers, 
on whom my words in Progress, p. 117, cannot have made much 
impression, if they have read them at all; and it will therefore 
be necessary to take up this cardinal point. Let me begin with 
quoting what others have said. “Historically considered, the 
Latin amat is really two words, as much as its English representative, 
the final f being originally a pronoun signifying ‘ he,’ ' she ’ or 
‘ it,’ and it is only reasons of practical convenience that prevent 
us from writing am at or ama t as two and heloves as one word. 

. . . The really essential difference between amai and he hvea is 
that in the former the pronominal element is expressed by a suffix, 
in the latter by a prefix ’’ (Sweet PS 274, 1899). “ It is purely 
accidental that the Latin form is not written am-av-it. To the 
unsophisticated Frenchman i\ a a\m& is neither less nor more one 
unit than amavit to a Roman. . . . When the locution il a aimi 
sprang up, each element of it was still to some extent felt separately; 
but after it had become a fixed formula the elements were fused 
together into one whole. As a matter of fact, uneducated French 
people have not the least idea whether it is one or three words 
they speak’’ (Sfltterlin WGS 11, 1902). “In some modern lan¬ 
guages the personal pronoun is, just as in archaic Greek, beginning 
to be amalgamated with verbs so as to become a mere termination 
(sis: dMnenee ; prefix must be what is meant): Fr. j’don\ tu-don’, 
U-don' (je donne, tu donnes, il donne) and E. i-giv\ m giv\ you-giv’, 
ihey-giv\ correspond exactly to Qr. dido-mi, dido-si, dido-ti, only 
that the personal particle is in a different place ’’ (Dauzat V 166, 
1910). “ If French were a savage language not yet reduced to 
writing, a travelling linguist, hearing the present tense of the verb 
aimttr pronounced by the natives, would transcribe it in the follow¬ 
ing way: y4m, iu im, iUm, twuzimon, vouzimt, ilxim. He would be 
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struck particularly with the agglutination of the pronominal 
subject and the verb, and would never feel tempted to draw up 
a paradigm without pronouns: aims, aimes, aime, aimotu, etc., 
in which traditional spelling makes us believe. ... He would 
even, through a comparison of ilim and ilzim, be led to establish 
a tendency to incorporation, as the only sign of the plural is a s 
infixed in the verbal complex ” (Bally LV 43, 1913). 

In these utterances two questions are really mixed together, 
that of the origin of Aryan flexional forms and that of the actual 
status of some forms in various languages. As to the former 
question, we have seen (p. 383) how very uncertain it is that amat 
a-nH didosi, etc., contain pronouns. As to the latter question, 
it is quite true that we should not let the usual spelling be decisive 
when it is asked whether we have one or two or three words; but 
all these writers strangely overlook the really important criteria 
which we possess in this matter. Bally’s traveller could only have 
arrived at his result by listening to grammar lessons in which the 
three persons of the verb were rattled off one after the other, for 
if he had taken his forms from actual conversation ho would have 
come across numerous instances in which the forms occurred 
without pronouns, first in the imperative, aime, aimone, aimez, then 
in collocations like celui qui aime, ceux qui aimerU, in which there 
is no infix to denote the plural; in U mari aime, lea maria aiment, 
and innumerable similar groups there is neither pronoun nor infix. 
If he were at first inclined to take ilaaimi as one word, ho would 
on further acquaintance with the language discover that the ele¬ 
ments were often separated: il n’a paa aimi, il nova a toujoura 
aimia, etc. Similarly with the English forms adduced ; I never 
give, you alwaya give. This is the crucial point: the h rench and 
English combinations are two (three) words because the elements 
are not always placed together; Lat. amat, amavit, are each of 
them only one word because they can never bo divided, and in the 
same way we never find anything placed between am and o in 
the first person, amo. These forms arc as inseparable as E. lovea, 
but E. helovea is separable because both he and lovea can stand 
alone, and can also, in certain combinations, though now rarely, 
be transposed: lovea he. Some writers would compare French 
combinations like *1 U le diaait with verbal forms in ^rtain Amerin¬ 
dian languages, in which subject and direct and indirect object 
are ‘ incoriiorated ’ in a ‘ polysynthetic ’ verbal form ; it is 

quite true that these French pronominal forms can never be used 
by themselves, but only in conjunction with a verb; still, the h rench 
pronouns are more independent of each other than the elcmente 
of some other more primitive languapos. In the first place, this 
is shown by the possibility of varying the pronunciation; tl U 
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k dieait may be either [itledizc] or [itoldize] or even more solemnly 
[iltaladize]; secondly, by the regularity of these joined pronominal 
forms, for they are always the same, whatever the verb may be; 
and lastly, by their ohanging places in certain cases: te U diaait- 
il t dia-k-lui, etc. 

Nor can it be said that English forms like he*s^she is (or he has), 
Vd ss I had (or I uxyuld), he'll he will show a tendency towards 
‘ entangling,’ for however closely together these forms are gener¬ 
ally pronounced, each of them must be said to consist of two words, 
as is shown by the possibility of transposition (Is he ill 1) and of 
intercalation of other words (I never had); it is also noteworthy 
that the same short forms of the verbs can be added to all 
kinds of words (the water’ll be . . the sea’d been calm). In 
the forms don't, won't, can't there is something like amalgama¬ 
tion of the verbal with the negative idea. Still, it is important 
to notice that the amalgamation only takes place with a few 
verbs of the auxiliary class. In saying * I don’t write ’ the full 
verb is not touched by the fusion, and is even allowed to be 
unchanged in cases where it would have been inflected if no 
auxiliary had been used ; compare / write, he writes, I wrote with 
the negative I don't write, he doesn't write, I didn't write. It will 
bo seen, especially if we take into account the colloquial or vulgar 
form for the third person, he don't xvrite, that the general movement 
here as elsewhere is really rather in the direction of ' isolation ’ 
than of fusion; for the verbal form turite is stripped of all signs 
of person and tense, the person being indicated separately (if at 
all), and the tense sign being joined to the negation. So also in 
interrogative sentences; and if that tendency which can be observed 
in Elizabethan English had prevailed by using the combination 
I do write in positive statements, even where no special emphasis 
is intended, English verbs (except a few auxiliaries) would have 
been entirely stripped of those elements which to most gram¬ 
marians constitute the very essence of a verb, namely, the marks 
of person, number, tense and mood, write being the universal 
form, besides the quasi-nominal forms writing and written. 

Now, it is often said that the history of language shows a sort 
of gyration or movement in spirals, in which synthesis is followed 
by analysis, this by a new synthesis (flexion), and this again by 
analysis, and so forth. Latin amtd)o (which according to the old 
theory was once ama -f some auxiliary) has been succeeded by 
amare habeo, which in its turn is fused into atnerd, aimerai, and the 
latter form is now to some extent giving way to je vais aimer. But 
this pretended law of rotation is only arrived at by considering a 
comparatively small number of phenomena, and not by viewing 
the successive stages of the same language as wholes and drawing 
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general inferences as to their typically distinotiTe oharaoters (of. 
above, p. 337). If for every two instances of new flexions springing 
up we see ten older ones discarded in favour of analysis or isolation, 
are we not entitled to the generalization that flexion or indissolu¬ 
bility tends to give way to analysis 1 We should beware of being 
under the same delusion as a man who, in walking over a moun¬ 
tainous country, t hink s that he goes down just as many and just 
as long hills as he goes up, while on the contrary each ascent is 
higher than the preceding descent, so that finally he finds himself 
unexpectedly many thousand feet above the level from which 
he sifted. 

The direction of movement is towards fiexionless languages 
(such as Chinese, or to a certain extent Modern English) with 
freely oombinable elements; the starting-point was flexional 
languages (such as Latin or Greek); at a still earlier stage we must 
suppose a language in which a verbal form might indicate not only 
six things, like cantavisset, but a still larger number, in which verbs 
were perhaps modified according to the gender (or sex) of the sub¬ 
ject, as they are in Semitic languages, or according to the object, 
as in some Amerindian languages, or according to whether a man, 
a woman, or a person who commands respect is spoken to, as in 
Basque. But that amounts to the same thing as saying that the 
border-line between word and sentence was not so clearly defined 
as in more recent times; cantavisset is really nothing but a sentence- 
word, and the same holds good to a still greater extent of the sound 
conglomerations of Eskimo and some other North American lan¬ 
guages. Primitive linguistic units must have been much more 
complicated in point of meaning, as well as much longer in point 
of sound, than those with which we are most familiar. 


XXI.—{ 7. Irregolaritiei. 

Another point of great importance is this: in wrly langua^ 
we find a far greater number of irregularities, exceptions, anomalies, 
than in modern ones. It is true that we not unfrequently see new 
irregularities spring up, where the formations were formerly 
regular; but these instances are very far from 
the opposite class, in which words once irregularly inflected become 
regular, or are given up in favour of regularly inflected words, 
or in which anomalies in syntax are levelled. The tendency is 
more and more to denote the same thing by the same mei^ to 
every case, to extend the ending, or whatever it is, “J 

a large class of words to express a certain modification of the central 
idea, until it is used in all other words as well. 

Comparative linguistics did not attam a scientific character 



426 


THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH 


[CH. XX] 

till the prmoiple was established that the relationship of two lan¬ 
guages had to be determined by a thoroughgoing conformity in 
the most necessary parts of language, namely (besides grammar 
proper) pronouns and numerals and the most indispensable of 
nouns and verbs. But if this domain of speech, by preserving 
religiously, as it were, the old tradition, affords infallible criteria 
of the near or remote relationship of different languages, may we 
not reasonably expect to find in the same domain some clue to the 
oldest grammatical system used by our ancestors ? What sort 
of system, then, do we find there ? We see such a declension as 
/, me, we, ua : the several forms of the ‘ paradigm * do not at all 
resemble each other, as they do in more recently developed de¬ 
clensions. We find masculines and feminines, such as father, mother, 
man, wife, hull, cow ; while such methods of derivation as are seen 
in cowni, counteas, he-bear, ahe-bear, belong to a later time. We 
meet with degrees of comparison like good, beUer, iU, worse, while 
regular forms like happy, happier, big, bigger, prevail in all the 
younger strata of languages. We meet with verbal flexion such 
as appears in am, is, was, been, which forms a striking contrast 
to the more modern method of adding a mere ending while leaving 
the body of the word unchanged. In an interesting book, Vom 
Suppktivweaen der indogermaniaehen Sprachen (1899), H. Osthoff 
has collected a very great number of examples from the old Aryan 
languages of different stems supplementing each other, and has 
pointed out that this phenomenon is characteristic of the most 
necessary ideas occurring every moment in ordinary conversation: 
1 take at random a few of the best-known of his examples: Fr. 
oiler, je vaia, j'irai, Lat. fero, tvli, Gr. horad, opaomai, eidon, Lat. 
bonus, melior, optimus. Osthoff fully agrees with me that we have 
here a trait of primitive psychology: our remote ancestors were 
not able to see and to express what was common to these ideas; 
their minds were very unsystematic, and separated in their lin¬ 
guistic expressions things which from a logical point of view are 
closely related: much of their grammar, therefore, was really of 
a lexical character. 


XXL —§ 8. Savage Tribes. 

If now it is asked whether the conclusions we have thus arrived 
at are borne out by a consideration of the languages of savage 
or primitive races nowadays, the answer is that these cannot be 
lumped together; there are among them many different types, 
even with r^ard to grammatical structure. But the more these 
languages are studied and the more accurately their structure is 
described, the more also students perceive intricacies and anomalies 
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in their |^mmar. Gabelente (Spr 386) says that the caaual 
observer has no idea how manifold and how nicely circumscribed 
grammatical categories can be, even in Ihe Bcemingly crudest lan¬ 
guages, for ordinary grammars tell us nothing about that. P. W. 
Schmidt (Die SteUung der Pygmaenvolker, 1910, 129) says that 
whoever, from the low culture of the Andamanese, would expect 
to find their language very simple and poor in expressions would 
be strangely deceived, for its mechanism is highly complicated, 
with many prefixes and suffixes, which often conceal the root itself. 
Meinhof (BISA 136) mentions the multiplicity of plural formations 
in African languages. Vilhelm Thomsen, in speaking of the Santhal 
(Khervarian) language, says that its grammar is capable of express¬ 
ing a multiplicity of nuances which in other languages must be 
expressed by clumsy circumlocutions: She native spcakt'rs go 
beyond what is necessary through reqjiirfng expressions for many 
subordinate notions, the language having, so to speak, only one 
fine gold-balance, on which everything, even the simplest and 
commonest things, must be weighed by the adding-up of a whole 
series of minuties. Curr speaks about the erroneous belief in the 
simplicity of Australian languages, which on the contrary have 
a great number of conjugations, etc The extreme difficulty and 
complex structure of Eskimo and of many Amerindian languages 
is so notorious that no words need be wasted on them hero. And 
the forms of the Basque verb are so manifold and intricate that we 
understand how Larramendi, in his legitimate pride at having 
been the first to reduce them to a system, called his grammar 
El Imposible Vencido, ‘ The Impossible Overcome.' At Bdarn 
they have the story that the good God, wishing to punish the devil 
for the temptation of Eve, sent him to the Pays Bosque with the 
command that he should remain there till he had mastered the lan¬ 
guage. At the end of seven years God relented, finding the punish¬ 
ment too severe, and called the devil to him. The devil hod no 
sooner crossed the bridge of Castelondo than he found he had for¬ 
gotten all that he had so hardly learned. 

What is here said about the languages of wild tribes (and of 
the Basques, who are not exactly savages, but whose language 
is generally taken to have retained many primeval traits) is in 
exact keeping with everything that recent study of primitive 
man has brought to light: the life of the savage is regulated to the 
minutest details through ceremonies and conventionalities to be 
observed on every and any occasion; he is restricted in what he 
may eat and drink and when and how; and all these, to our mind, 
irrational prescriptions and innumerable prohibitions have to be 
observed with the most scrupulous, nay religious, care: it is the 
same with all the meticulous rules of his language. 
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XXI.—§9. Iaw of Development 

So far, then, from subscribing to Whitney’s dictum that ** the 
law of simplicity of beginnings applies to language not less natur¬ 
ally and necessarily than to other instrumentalities” (G 226), 
we are drawn to the conclusion that primitive language had a super¬ 
abundance of irregularities and anomalies, in syntax and word- 
formation no less than in accidence. It was capricious and fanciful, 
and displayed a luxuriant growth of forms, entangled one with 
another like the trees in a primeval forest. ” Rien n’entre mieux 
dans les esprits grossiers que les subtilites des langues ” (Tarde, 
lots de Vimitation 285). Human minds in the early times dis¬ 
ported themselves in long and intricate words as in the wildest 
and most wanton play. Nothing could be more beside the mark 
than to suppose that grammatical and logical categories were in 
primitive languages generally in harmony (as is supposed, e.g., by 
Sweet, New Engl. Qrammar § 643): primitive speech cannot have 
been distinguished for logical consistency; nor, so far as we 
can judge, was it simple and facile: it is much more likely 
to have been extremely clumsy and unwieldy. Renan rightly 
reminds us of Turgot’s wise saying: *‘ Des hommes grossiers ne 
font rien de simple. H faut des hommes perfectionn^ pour y 
arriver.” 

We have seen in earlier chapters that the old theory of the 
three stages through which human language was supposed always 
to proceed, isolation, agglutination and flexion, was built up 
on insufficient materials ; but while we feel tempted totally to 
reverse this system, we must be on our guard against establishing 
too rigid and too absolute a system ourselves. It would not do 
simply to reverse the order and say that flexion is the oldest st^e, 
from which language tends through an agglutinative stage towards 
complete isolation, for flexion, agglutination and isolation do not 
include all possible structural types of speech. The possibilities 
of development are so manifold, and there are such innumerable 
ways of arriving at more or less adequate expressions for human 
thought, that it is next to impossible to compare languages of 
different families. Even, therefore, if it is probable that English, 
Finnish and Chinese are all simplifications of more complex lan¬ 
guages, we cannot say that Chinese, for instance, at one oime 
resembled English in structure and at some other time Finnish. 
English was once a flexional language, and is still so in some 
respects, while in others it is agglutinative, and in others again 
isolating, or nearly so. But we may perhaps give the following 
formula of what is our total impression of the whole preceding 
inquiry: 
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Thb evolution of language shows a progressive ten¬ 
dency FROM inseparable IRREGULAR CONGLOMERATIONS TO 
FREELY AND REGULARLY COMBINABLE SHORT ELEMENTS. 

The old system of historical linguistics may be likened to an 
enormous pyramid; only it is a pity that it should have as its 
base the small, square, strong, smart root word, and suspended 
above It the unwieldy, lumbering, ill-proportioned, flexion-encum¬ 
bered sentence-vocable. Structures of this sort may with some 
adroitness be made to stand ; but their equilibrium is unstable, 
and sooner or later they will inevitably tumble over. 


XXI.—§ 10. Vocabulary. 

On the lexical side of language we find a development parallel 
to that noticed in grammar ; and, indeed, if we go deep enough 
into the question, we shall sec that it is really the very same 
movement that has taken place. The more advanced a language 
is, the more developed is its power of expressing abstract or 
general ideas. Everywhere language has first attained to ex¬ 
pressions for the concrete and special. In accounts of the languages 
of barbarous races we constantly come across such phrases os 
these : “ The aborigines of Tasmania had no words representing 
abstract ideas; for each variety of gum-troo and wattle-tree, 
etc., they had a name ; but they had no equivalent for the 
expression * a free ’; neither could they expn'ss abstract qualities, 
such as ‘ hard, soft, warm, cold, long, short, round' *’; or. 
The Mohican.s have words for cutting various objects, but none 
to convey cutting simply. The Zulus have no word for ‘cow,’ 
but words for ‘ red cow,’ ‘ white cow,’ etc. (Sayce S 2. 6, cf. 
1. 121). In Bakairi (Central Brazil) “each parrot has its special 
name, and the general idea ‘ parrot ’ is totally unknown, as well 
as the general idea ‘ palm.’ But they know precisely the qualities 
of each subspecies of parrot and palm, and attach themselves so 
much to these numerous particular notioihs that they take no interest 
in the common characteristics. They are choked in the abundance 
of the material and cannot manage it economically. They have 
only small coin, but in that they must be said to be excessively 
rich rather than poor ’’ (K. v. d. Steinen, Unler den Nalurvolkem 
Brasiliena, 1894, 81). The Lithuanians, like many primitive 
tribes, have many special, but no common names for various 
coloura : one word for gray in speaking about wool and geese, 
one about horses, one about cattle, one about the hair of men and 
some animals, and in the same way for other colours (J. Schmidt, 
Kritik d. Sonantentheorie 37). Many languages have no word 
for ‘ brother,’ but words for ‘ elder brother ’ and ‘ younger brother ’; 
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others have different words according to whose (person and number) 
father or brother it is (see, e.g., the paradigm in Gabeientz Spr 421), 
and the same applies in many languages to names for various 
parts of the body. In Cherokee, Instead of one word for ' washing ' 
we find different words, according to what is washed: kutuwo 

* I wash myself,’ kulestida * I wash my head,* taestula ' I wash 
the head of somebody else,’ kukuswo ’ I wash my face,’ tsekuaivo 

* I wash the face of somebody else,’ takasula * I wash my hands 
or feet,’ takunkela * I wash my clothes,’ taktUega * I wash dishes,’ 
taejuiou * I wash a child,’ howda * I wash meat ’ (see, however, the 
criticism of Hewitt, Am. Anthropologist, 1893, 398). Primitive 
man did not see the wood for the trees.^ 

In some Amerindian languages there are distinct series of 
numerals for various classes of objects; thus in Kwakiatl and 
Tsimoshian (Sapir, Language and Environment 239); similarly 
the Melanesians have special words to denote a definite number 
of certain objects, e.g. a buku niu * two coconuts,’ a bum * ten 
coconuts,’ a koro ' a hundred coconuts,’ a aelavo * a thousand 
coconuts,’ a uduudu ' ten canoes,’ a bola * ten fishes,’ etc. (Gabc’ 
lentz. Die melan. Spr. 1. 23). In some languages the numerals 
are the same for all classes of objects counted, but require after 
them certain class-denoting words varying according to the 
character of the objects (in some respects comparable to the 
English twenty head of cattle. Pidgin piecey ; cf. Yule and 
Burnell, Hobson-Jobson s.v. Numerical Affixes). This reminds 
one of the systems of weights and measures, which even in 
civilized countries up to a comparatively recent period varied 
not only from country to country, sometimes even from district 
to district, but even in the same country according to the 
things weighed or measured (in England atone and ton still vary 
in this way). 

In old Guthonio poetry we find an astobi'shing abundance of 
words translated in our dictionaries by ‘ sea,’ ‘ battle,’ ‘ sword,’ 

* hero,’ and the like : these may certainly be considered as relics 
of an earlier state of things, in which each of these words had its 
separate shade of meaning, which was subsequently lost and which 
it is impossible now to determine with certainty. The nomenclature 
of a remote post was undoubtedly constructed upon similar 
principles to those which are still preserved in a word-group like 
horae, mare, ataUion, foal, colt, instead of he-horse, she-horse, young 
horse, etc. This sort of grouping has only survived in a few cases 
in which a lively interest has been felt in the objects or animals 
concerned. We may note, however, the different terms employed 

* On the lack of abetraot and general terms in savage languages, see 
also Qinneken LF 108 and the works there quoted. 
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for essentially the same idea in a flock of sheep, a pack of wolves, 
a herd of cattb, a bevy of larks, a covey of partridges, a ahoal of 
fish. Primitive language could show a far greater number of 
instances of this description, and, so far, had a larger vocabulary 
than later languages, though, of course, it lacked names for a 
great number of ideas that were outside the sphere of interest 
of uncivilized people. 

There was another reason for the richness of the vocabulary 
of primitive man: his superstition about words, which made 
him avoid the use of certain words under certain circumstances— 
during war, when out fishing, during the time of the great cultio 
festivals, etc.—^because he feared the anger of gods or demons 
if he did not religiously observe the rules of the linguistic tabu. 
Accordingly, in many cases he had two or more sets of wortls for 
exactly the same notions, of which later generations as a nile 
preserved only one, unless they differentiated these wonls by 
utilizing them to discriminate objects that were similar but not 
identical. 


ym. —§ 11. Poetry and Prose. 


On the whole the development of lunguagj's, even In the matter 
of vocabulary, must be considered to have taken a bcnelicial course , 
still, in certain respects one may to some extent regret the conse¬ 
quences of this evolution. While our words are better adapted 
to express abstract things and to render concrete things with 
definite precision, they are necessarily comparatively colourless. 
The old words, on the contrary, spoke more immediately to the 
senses—they were manifestly more suggestive, more graphic and 
pictorial: while to express one single thing we arc not unfrequcntly 
obliged to piece the image together bit by bit, the old concrete 
words would at once present it to the hearer’s ^nd as a whole ; 
they were, accordingly, better adapted to poetic purposM. Nor 
is this the only point in which we see a close relationship between 


primitive words and poetry. . 

If by a mental effort wo trasi^port ourselves to a period m 
which language consisted solely of such graphic concrete words, 
we shaU discover that, in spite of their number, they w^ld not 
suffice, taken aU together, to cover everything 
pression; a wealth in such words is not incompatible with a 

certain poverty. They would accordingly often be requk^ to 

do service outside of their proper sphere of application. That a 
figurative or metaphorical use of words is a factor of the wjn'ost 
importance in the life of all languages is indisputable; but I 
am probably right in thinking that it played a more promment 
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part in old times than now. In the course of ages a great many 
metaphors have lost their freshness and vividness, so that nobody 
feels them to be metaphors any longer. Examine closely such a 
sentence as this: *' He came to look upon the low ebb of morals 
as an ofulcome of bad taste” and you will find that nearly every 
word is a dead metaphor.^ But the better stocked a language 
is with those ex-metaphors which have become regular expressions 
for definite ideas, the less need there is for going out of one’s way 
to find new metaphors. The expression of thought therefore 
tends to become more and more mechanical or prosaic. 

Primitive man, however, on account of the nature of his language, 
was constantly reduced to using words and phrases figuratively: 
he was forced to express his thoughts in the language of poetry. 
The speech of modem savages is often spoken of as abounding 
in similes and all kinds of figurative phrases and allegorical 
expressions. Just as in the literature transmitted to us poetry 
is found in every country to precede prose, so poetic language 
is on the whole older than prosaic language; lyrics and cult songs 
come before science, and Oehlenschlager is right when he sings 
(in N. Mnller’s translation): 

Thus Nature drove us; warbling rose 

Man’s voice in verse before he spoke in prose. 


XXI.—§ 12. Emotional Songs. 

If we now try to sum up what has been inferred about primi¬ 
tive speech, we see that by our backward march we arrived at 
a language whose units had a very meagre substance of thought, 
and this as specialized and concrete as possible ; but at the same 
time the phonetic body was ample; and the bigger and longer 
the words, the thinner the thoughts 1 Much cry and little wool 1 
No period has seen less taciturn people than the first framers of 
speech ; primitive speakers were not reticent and reserved beings, 
but youthful men and women babbling merrily on, without being 
so very particular about the meaning of each word. They did 
not narrowly weigh every syllable—what were a couple of syllables 
more or less to them ? They chattered away for the mere pleasure 
of chattering, resembling therein many a mother of our own time, 
who will chatter away to baby without measuring her wordi or 
looking too closely into the meaning of each; nay, who is not 
a bit troubled by the consideration that the little deary does not 
understand a single word of her affectionate eloi^uenco. But 

^ Of oourae, if instei^ of look upon and otUcome we had taken the corn, 
•ponding ter^ of Latin root, consider and result, the metaphors would 
have been still more dead to the natural linguistio instinot. 
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primitive speech—and we return here to an idea thrown out above— 
still more resembles the speech of little baby himself, before he 
begins to frame his own language after the pattern of the grown¬ 
ups ; the language of our remote forefathers was like that cciuseless 
humming and crooning with which no thouglits are as yet con¬ 
nected, which merely amuses and delights the little one. L\nguage 
originated as play, and the organs of speech were first trained in 
this singing sport of idle hours. 

Primitive language had no great store of ideas, and if we consider 
it as an instrument for expressing thoughts, it was clumsy, un¬ 
wieldy and ineffectual; but what did that matter 1 Thoughts 
were not the first things to press forward and crave for ex¬ 
pression ; emotions and instincts were more primitive and far 
more powerful. But what emotions were most powerful in pro¬ 
ducing germs of speech ? To be sure not hunger and that which 
is connected with hunger: mere individual self-assertion and 
the struggle for material existence. This prosaic side of life was 
only capable of calling forth short monosyllabic interjections, 
howls of patn and grunts of satisfaction or dissatisfaction ; but 
these are isolated and incapable of much further development; 
they are the most immutable portions of language, and remain 
now at essentially the same standpoint as thousands of years ago. 

If after spending some time over the deep metaphysical 8j)ccula- 
tions of a number of German linguistic philosophers you turn to 
men like Madvig and Whitney, you are at once agreeably im¬ 
pressed by the sobriety of their reasoning and their 8up«!rior clearness 
of thaught. But if you look more closely, you cannot help thinking 
that they imagine our primitive ancestors after their own image 
as serious and well-meaning men endowed with a large share of 
common-sense. By their laying such great stress on the com¬ 
munication of thought as the end of language and on the benefit 
to primitive man of being able to speak to his fellow-creatures 
about matters of vital importance, they leave you with the im¬ 
pression that these “ first framers of speech ” were sedate citizens 
with a strong interest in the purely business and matter-of-fact 
side of life; indeed, according to Madvig, women had no share 
in the creating of language. 

In opposition to this rationalistic view I should like, for once 
in a way, to bring into the field the opposite view : the genesis 
of language is not to be sought in the prosaic, but in the poetic 
Bide of life ; the source of speech is not gloomy seriousness, but 
merry play and youthful hilarity. And among the emotions 
which were most powerful in eliciting outbursts of music and of 
Bong, love must be placed in the front rank. To the feeling of love, 
which has left traces of its vast influence on countless points in 

28 



484 


THE ORIGIN OF SPEECH [ch. xxi 

the evolution of organic nature, are due not only, aa Darwin has 
shown, the magnificent colours of birds and fiowers, but also many 
of the things that fill us with joy in human life ; it inspired many 
of the first songs, and through them was instrumental in bringing 
about human language. In primitive spe^h I hear the laughing 
cries of exultation when lads and lasses vied with one another 
to attract the attention of the other sex, when everybody sang 
his merriest and danced his bravest to lure a pair of eyas to throw 
admiring glances in his direction. Language was bom in the 
courting days of mankind; the first utterances of speech I fancy 
to ntyself like something between the nightly love-lyrics of puss 
upon the tiles and the melodious love-songs of the nightingale.* 


XXL—§ 18. Primitive Singing, 

Love, however, was not the only feeling which tended to call 
forth primitive songs. Any strong emotion, and more particularly 
any pleasurable excitement, might result in song. Singing, like 
any other sort of play, is due to an overflow of energy, which is 
discharged in “unusual vivacity of every kind, including vocal 
vivacity.” Out of the full heart the mouth sings 1 Savages 
will sing whenever they are excited: exploits of war or of the 
chase, the deeds of their ancestors, the coming of a fat dog, any 
incident “ from the arrival of a stranger to an earthquake ” is 
turned into a song; and most of these songs are composed extem- 

* Frote the experience I had with my previous book, Progreta, from 
which this chapter has, with some alterations and amplifications, passed 
into this volume, I feel impelled here to warn those critics who do me the 
honour to mention ray theory of the origin of language, not to look upon it 
as if it were contained simply in my remarks on primitive love-songs, etc., 
and as if it were based on a priori considerations, like the older speculative 
theories. What I may perhaps claim as ray original contribution to the 
solution of this question is the inductiva method based on the three sources 
of information indicated on p. 416, and especially on the ' backward' con¬ 
sideration of the history of language. Some critics think they have 
demolished my view by simply representing it os a romantic dream of a 
primitive golden age in which men had no occupation but courting and 
singing. I have never believed m a far-ofi golden age, but rather incline 
to believe in a progressive movement from a very raw and barbarous age 
to something bettor, though it must be said that our own age, with its national 
wars, world wars and class wars, makes one sometimes ashamed to think 
how little progress our so-called civilization has made. But primitive ages 
were probably still worse, and the only thing I have felt bold enough to 
maintain is that in those days there were some moments consecrated to 
youthful hilarity, and that this gave rise, among other merriment, to vocal 
play of such a character as closely to resemble what we may infer from the 
miown facts of linguistic history to have been a stage of language earlier 
than any of those accessible to us. There is no * romanticism' (in a bad 
sense) in such a theory, and it can only be refuted by showing that the view 
of language and its development on which it is based is erroneous from 
b^nimig to end. 
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pore. When rowing, the Coast negroes sing either a description 
^some love intrigue or the praise of some woman celebrated for her 
beauty. The Malaya beguile all their leisure hours with the 
repetition of songs, etc. “In singing, the East African contents 
himself with improvising a few words without sense or rime and 
rebate them till they nauseate.*’ (Those quotations, and many 
others, are found in Herbert Spencer’s Essay on the Orijin if 
Music, with his Postscript.) The reader of Karl BUchcr’s mins- 
taking work Arbeit und Rhythmus (2te nufl. 1899) will know fnun 
his numeroM examples and illustrations what an enormous i61«‘ 
rhythmic singing plays in the daily life of savages all over the 
world, how each Icind of work, especially if it is done by ninny 
jointly, has its own kind of song, and how nothing is done except 
to the sound of vocal music. In many instances savages are 
mentioned as very expert in adapting the subjects of tluir songs 
to current events. Nor is this sort of singing on every an<i miy 
occasion confined to savages; it is found wherever the indoor 
life of civilization has not killed all opcn-nir hilarity ; fomu rly 
in our Western Europe people sang much more than they do now. 
The Swedish peasant Jonas Stolt (ab. 1820) writes: “I have 
known a time when young people were singing from morning till 
eve. Then they were carolling both out- anil indoors, behiml the 
plough as well as at the threshing-floor and at the spinning-wheel. 
This is ail over long ago: nowadays there is silence everywhere ; 
if someone were to try and sing in our days as we did of old, people 
would term it bawling.’’ 


The first things that were expressed in song were, to be sure, 
neither deep nor wise; how could you expect it ? Note the 
frequency with which we are told that the songs of savages consist 
of or contain totally meaningless syllables. Thus we rend almut 
American Indians that “ the native word which is translated 
‘ song ’ does not suggest any use of words. To the Indian, the 
music is of primal importance; words may or may not accompany 
the music. When words are used in song, they arc rarely cm])lo 3 'ed 
as a narrative, the sentences are not apt to ^ compl(;te ’’ (Jx>uiHc 
Pound, Mod. Lang. Ass, 32. 224), and similarly: “ Even where 
the slightest vestiges of epic poetry are missing, lyric poetry of 
one form or another is always present. It may consist of the 
musical use of meaningless syllables that sustain the song; or 
it may consist largely of such syllables, with a few interspersed 
words suggesting certain ideas and certain feelings ; or it may 
rise to the expression of emotions connected with warlike deeds, 
with religious feeling, love, or even to the praise of tlie beauties of 
nature” (Boas, International Journ. Amer. Ling. 1, 8). The 
magic mcantations of the Greenland Eskimo, according to 
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W. Thalbitzer, contain many incomprehensible words never used 
outside these songs (but have they ever been real words ?), and 
the same is said about the mystic religious formulas of Maoris 
and African negroes and many other tribes, as well as about the 
old Roman hymns of the Arval Brethren. The mere joy in sonorous 
combinations here no doubt counts for very much, as in the 
splendid but meaningless metrical lists of names in the Old 
Norse Edda, and in many a modem refrain, too. Let me give 
one example of half (or less than half) understood strings of 
syllables from “ The Oath of the Canting Crew ” (1749, Parmer’s 
Mma Pedestria, 61): 

No dimber, dambler, angler, dancer. 

Prig of oaokler, prig of prancer; 

No Bwigman, ewaddler, clapper-dudgeon, 

Cadge-gloak, curtal, or curmudgeon ; 

No whip-jack, palliard, patrico; 

No jarkman, be be high or lowt 
No dummerar or romany . . . 

Nor any other will I suffer. 

In the cultic and ceremonial songs of savage tribes in many 
parts of the world this is a prominent trait: it seems, indeed, 
to be universal. Even with us the thoughts associated with 
singing are generally neither very clear nor very abstruse; like 
humming or whistling, singing is often nothing more than an 
almost automatic outcome of a mood; and ** What is not worth 
saying can be sung.” Besides, it has been the case at all times 
that things transient and trivial have found readier expression 
than Socratic wisdom. But the frivolous use tuned the instrument, 
and rendered it little by little more serviceable to a multiplicity 
of purposes, so that it became more and more fitted to express 
everytMng that touched human souls. 

Men sang out their feelings long before they were able to speak 
their thoughts. But of course we must not imagine that “ singing ” 
means exactly the same thing here as in a modem concert hall. 
When we say that speech originated in song, what we mean is 
merely that our comparatively monotonous spoken language and 
our highly developed vocal music are differentiations of primitive 
utterances, which had more in them of the latter than of the 
former. These utterances were at first, like the singing of birds 
and the roaring of many animals and the crying and crooning 
of babies, exclamative, not communicative—that is, they came 
forth from an inner craving of the individual without any thought 
of any fellow-creatures. Our remote ancestors had not the slightest 
notion that such a thing as communicating ideas and feelings to 
someone else was possible. They little suspected that in singing 
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M nature prompted them they were paving the way for a 
language capable of rendering minute shades of thought; just 
as they could not suspect that out of their coarse pictures of 
men and animals there should one day grow an art enabling men 
of distant countries to speak to one another. As is the art of 
suiting to primitive painting, so is the art of speaking to primitive 
singing. And the development of the two vehicles of com¬ 
munication of thought presents other curious and instructive 
parallels. In primitive picture-writing, each sign meant a whole 
sentence or even more—the image of a situation or of an incident 
^ing given as a whole; this developed into an ideographic 
writing of each word by itself; this system was succeeded by 
syllabic methods, which had in their turn to give place to alpha¬ 
betic writing, in which each letter stands for, or is meant to 
stand for, one sound. Just as here the advance is due to a further 
analysis of language, smaller and smaller units of speech being 
progressively represented by single signs, in an exactly similar 
way, though not quite so unmistakably, the history of language 
shows ns a progressive tendency towards analyzing into smaller 
and smaller units that which in the earlier stages was taken as an 
inseparable whole. 

One point must be constantly kept in mind. Although we 
now regard the communication of thought as the main object 
of speaking, there is no reason for thinking that this has always 
been the case; it is perfectly possible that speech has devclojicd 
from something which had no other purpose than that of exercising 
the muscles of the mouth and throat and of amusing oneself and 
others by the production of pleasant or possibly only strange 
sounds. The motives for uttering sounds may have changed 
entirely in the course of centuries without the speakers being at any 
point conscious of this change within them. 

XXL—§ 14. Approach to Language. 

We get the first approach to language proper when com¬ 
municativeness takes precedence of excl amativeness, when sounds 
are uttered in order to * tell ’ fellow-creatures something, as 
when birds warn their young ones of some imminent danger. In 
the case of human language, communication is infinitely more 
full and rich and elaborate; the question therefore is a very 
complex one: How did the association of sound and sense come 
about ? How did that which originally was a jingle of meaningless 
sounds come to be an mstrument of thought ? How did man 
become, as Humboldt has somewhere defined him, ‘*a singing 
creature, only associating thoughts with the tones *’ f 
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lu the case of an onomatopoetio or echo-word like bow-wow 
and an interjection like pooh-pooh the association was easy and 
direct; such words were at once employed and understood as 
signs for the corresponding idea. But this was not the case with 
the great bulk of language. Here association of sound with sense 
must have been arrived at by devious and circuitous ways, which 
to a great extent evade inquiry and make a detailed exposition 
impossible. But this is in exact conformity with very much 
that has taken place in recent periods ; as we have learnt in previous 
chapters, it is only by indirect and roundabout ways that many 
words and grammatical expedients have acquired the meanings 
they now have, or have acquired meaning whore they originally 
had none. Let me remind the reader of the word grog (p. 308), 
of interrogative particles (p. 358), of word order (p. 366), of 
many endings (Ch. XIX § 13 ff.), of tones (Ch. XIX § 5), of the 
French negative paa, of vowel-alternations like those in drink, 
drank, drunk, or in foot, feet, etc. Language is a complicated 
affair, and no more than most other human inventions has it 
come about in a simple way: mankind has not moved in a 
straight line towaxds a deffnitely perceived goal, but has muddled 
along from moment to moment and has thereby now and then 
stumbled on some happy expedient which has then been retained 
in accordance with the principle of the survival of the fittest. 

We may perhaps succeed in forming some idea of the most 
primitive process of associating sound and sense if we call to mind 
what was said above on the signification of the earliest words, 
and try to fathom what that means. The first words must have 
been as concrete and specialized in meaning as possible. Now, 
what are the words whose meaning is the most concrete and the 
most specialized ? Without any doubt proper aames—that is, 
of course, proper names of the good old kind, borne by and denoting 
only one single individual. How easily might not such names 
spring up in a primitive state such as that described above 1 
In the songs of a particular individual there would be a constant 
recurrence of a particular series of sounds sung with a particular 
cadence; no one can doubt the possibility of such individual 
habits being contracted in olden as well as in present times. 
Suppose, then, that “in the spring time, the only pretty ring 
time *’ a lover was in the habit of addressing his lass “ with a hey, 
and a ho, and a hey nonino.” His comrades and rivals would 
not fail to remark this, and would occasionally banter him by 
imitating and repeating his “ hey-and-a-ho-and-a-hey-nonino.” 
But when once this had been recognized as what Wagner would 
term a person’s ' leitmotiv,’ it would be no far cry from mimicking 
it to usiDg the “ hey-and-a-ho-and-a-hey-nonino ” as a sort of 
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nickname for the mtm concerned; it might be employed, for 
instance, to signal his arrival. And when once proper names 
had been bestowed, common names (or nouns) wouJd not be slow 
in following; we see the transition from one to the other class in 
constant operation, names originally used exclusively to denote 
an individual being used metaphorically to connote that person’s 
most characteristic peculiarities, as when we say of one man that 
he is a ‘Croesus’ or a ‘Vanderbilt’ or ‘Rockefeller,’ and of 
another that he is ‘no Bismarok.’ A German schoolboy in 
the ’eighties said in his history lesson that Hannibal swore he 
would always be a Frenchman to the Romans. 'This is, at least, 
one of the ways in which language arrives at designations of such 
ideas as ‘ rich,’ ‘ statesman ’ and ‘ enemy.’ From the proper 
name of Caesar we have both the Russian tear’ and the German 
kaiser, and from Karol (Charlemagne) Russian koroV ‘ king ’ 
(also in the other Slav languages) and Magyar kirdly. Besides 
being designations for persons, proper names may also in some 
cases come to mean tools or other objects, originally in most cases 
probably as a term of endearment, as when in thieves’ slang a 
crowbar or lever is called a betiy or jemmy ; E. derrick and dirk, 
as well as Q. dietrich, Dan. dirk, Swed. dyrk, is nothing but 
Dietrich ^Derrick, Tluodoricm), and thus in innumerable instances. 
In the Ecole polytechnique in Paris there are many words of the 
same character: bacha ‘ cours d’allemand ’ from a teacher, M. 
Bacharach, boritis ‘ bretelles ’ from General Borius, malo ‘^peron ’ 
from Captain Malo, etc. (MSL16.170). Pamphlet is from Pam])hilet, 
originally Pamphilua seu de Amore, the name of a popular 
booklet on on erotic subject. Compare also the history of the 
words blvjchers, jack (boot-jack, jack for turning a spit, a pike, etc., 
also jacket), pantaloon, hansom, boycott, to burke, to name only 
a few of the best-iuiown examples. 

XXI.—§ 15. The Earliest Sentences. 

Again, we saw above that the further back we went in the 
history of known languages, the more the sentence was one indis¬ 
soluble whole, in which those elements which we are accustomed 
to think of as single words were not yet separated. Now, the 
idea that language began with sentences, not with words, apjiears 
to Whitney {Am. Joum. of PhUol. 1. 338) to be, “if capable of 
any intelligent and intelligible statement, a fortiori, too wild and 
baseless to deserve respectful mention ’’ (cf. also .Madvig K1 86). 
But the absurdity appears only if we think of sentences like those 
found in our languages, consisting of elements (words) capable 
of being used in other combinations and there forming other 
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sentences: this seems to be what Gabelentz (Spr 351) imugines; 
but it is not so wild to imagine as the first beginning something 
which can be tranalaied into our languages by means of a sentence, 
but which is not * articulated * in the same way as such a sentence; 
we translate or explain the dental click (* tut *) by means of the 
sentence ‘ that is a pity/ but the interjection is not in other 
respects a grammatical ‘ sentence/ Or we may take an illustration 
from the modem use of a telegraphic code: if suzato means * I 
have not received your telegram/ or tempo ‘ reserve one single 
room and bath at first-class hotel ’—we have unanalyzable wholes 
capable of being rendered in complete sentences, but not in every 
way analogous to these sentences. 

Now, it is just imits of this oharaoter (though not, of course, 
with exactly the same kind of meaning as the two code words) 
whose genesis we can most easily imagine on the supposition of 
a primitive period of meaningless singing. If a certain number 
of people have together witnessed some incident and have 
accompanied it with some sort of impromptu song or refrain, the 
two ideas are associated, and later on the same song will tend to 
call forth in the memory of those who were present the idea of the 
whole situation. Suppose some dreaded enemy has been defeated 
and slain; the troop will dance round the dead body and strike 
up a chant of triumph, say something like ‘ Tarara-boom-de-ay I' 
This combination of sounds, sung to a certain melody, will now 
easily become what might be called a proper name for that particular 
event; it might be roughly translated, * The terrible foe from 
beyond the river is slain,’ or * We have killed the dreadful man 
from beyond the river,’ or, ‘Do you remember when we killed 
him ? ’ or something of the same sort. Under slightly altered 
circumstances it may become the proper name of the man who 
slew the enemy. The development can now proceed further by 
a metaphorical transference of the expression to similar situations 
(* There is another man of the same tribe; let us kill him as we 
did the first 1 ’) or by a blending of two or more of these proper- 
name melodies. How this kind of blending may lead to the de¬ 
velopment of something like derivative affixes may be gathered 
from our chapter on Secretion; it may also result in parts of 
the whole melodic utterance being disen^ged as something more 
like our * words.’ iVom the nature of the subject it is impossible 
to give more than hints, but I seem to see ways by which primitive 
‘ lieder ohne worte ’ may have become, filrst, indissoluble rigmaroles, 
with something like a dim meaning attached to them, and then 
gradually combinations of word-like smaller units, more and more 
capable of being analyzed and combined with others of the same 
kind. Anyhow, this theory seems to explain better than any 
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other the great part which fortuitous coincidence and irregularity 
always play m that ^ of any language which is not inunediately 
inte^ble, thus both in lexical and grammatical elements. 

^miUve man came to attach meaning to what were originally 
rambling sequences of syllables in pretty much the same way 
as the child comes to attach a meaning to many of the words he 
hears from his elders, the whole situation in which they are heard 
giving a clue to their interpretation. The difference Is that in 
the latter case the speaker has already associated a meaning with 
the sound; but from the point of view of the hearer this is com¬ 
paratively immatmial; the sava^ of a far-distant age hearing 
some syllables for the first time and the child hearing them nowa¬ 
days are in essentially the same position as to their interpreta¬ 
tion. Parallels are also found in the words of the mamma class 
(Ch. VIII § 9), in which hearers give a signification to something 
pronounced unintentionally, the same syllables being then capable 
of serving afterwards as real words. If one of our forebears on 
some occasion accidentally produced a sequence of sounds, and 
if the people around him were seen (or heard) to respond apprecia¬ 
tively, he would tend to settle on the same string of sounds and 
repeat it on similar occasions, and in this way it would gradually 
become ‘ conventionalized ' as a symbol of what was then fore¬ 
most in his and in their minds. As in agriculture primitive man 
reaped before he sowed, so also in his vocal outbursts ho first 
reaped understanding, and then discovered that by intentionally 
sowing the same seed he was able to call forth the same result. 
And as with com, he would slowly and gradually, by weeding 
out (i.e. by not using) what was less useful to him, improve the 
quality, till finally he had come into possession of the marvellous, 
though far from perfect, instrument which we now call our 
language. The development of our ordinary speech has been 
largely an intellcctualization, and the emotional quality which 
played the largest part in primitive utterances has to some 
extent been repressed; but it is not extinct, and still gives a 
definite colouring to all passionate and eloquent speaking and to 
poetic diotion. Language, after all, is an art—one of the finest 
of arts. 


XXI.—§16. Condniion. 

Language, then, began with half-musical ananal3^ed expressions 
for individual beings and solitary events. Languages composed 
of, and evolved from, such words and quasi-sentences are clumsy 
and insufficient instruments of thought, being intricate, capricious 
and difficult. But from the beginning the tendency has been 
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one of progreaa, slow and fitful progress, but still progress towards 
greater and greater clearness, regularity, ease and pliancy. No 
one language has arrived at perfection; an ideal language would 
always express the same thing by the same, and similar things 
by similar means; any irregularity or ambiguity would be banished; 
sound and sense would be in perfect harmony; any number of 
delicate shades of meaning could be expressed with equal ease; 
poetry and prose, beauty and truth, thinking and feeling would 
be equally provided for: the human spirit would have found a 
garment combining freedom and gracefulness, fitting it closely 
and yet allowing full play to any movement. 

But, however far our present languages are from that ideal, 
we must be thankful for what has been achieved, seeing that— 

Language is a perrotual orphio song, 

Which rules with Dedal harmony a throng 
Of thoughts and forms, which else senseless and sbapeless were. 



